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Abstract 

In recent years, scientists have increasingly studied innovation ecosystems and 

have thus been able to gain a more in-depth knowledge of this topic. Innovation ecosys-

tems do exist in Switzerland, but they have not been extensively researched, and there is 

a lack of scientific publications in this field. This study investigates innovation ecosys-

tems in the public sector in Eastern Switzerland, focusing on their structure and the ben-

efits and challenges encountered by the actors concerned. The research is expected to 

yield valuable insights that will be useful for academia and practitioners in the Eastern 

Switzerland region. 

To achieve the objective of this study, eight interviews were conducted using the 

qualitative research method. A semi-structured interview guide was used to interview 

people with a view to obtaining answers to the research objectives and checking them 

against the scientific literature. The results demonstrate that the model used can map 

and analyse innovation ecosystems and the contributions of individual actors. Moreo-

ver, the empirical results reveal that the actors in innovation ecosystems benefit by 

pooling knowledge and skills from different fields, that government research funds sup-

port the innovations, and that the network of actors involved is valuable for reaching 

potential customers and for further subsequent collaboration. In addition, this paper pro-

vides information on the challenges faced by the actors in the innovation ecosystem. 

Market research and testing of the developed product or service are central. Potential 

customers must be involved in the development early so that the innovation is created 

jointly and that the various people involved are clearly identified. In addition, this re-

search has revealed that a common understanding of the goal and technical terms, while 

time-consuming at the outset, is essential. Furthermore, risks must be identified early on 

so that concrete steps may be identified to deal with them when a problem occurs. 
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Glossary 

EVP Ecosystem value proposition 

EPM Ecosystem pie model 

IE Innovation ecosystems 

OZG Eastern Switzerland Centre for Municipalities 

IDEE Institute of Innovation, Design, and Engineering 

IQB Institute of Quality Management and Business Administration 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background and Context 

According to the Global Innovation Index – whose rating is based on 131 econo-

mies worldwide – Switzerland has been the most innovative country globally for 10 

years. The Global Innovation Index is a ranking list that indicates individual countries' 

innovative capacity. It is published at annual intervals by the French business school 

INSEAD, Cornell University, and the United Nations World Intellectual Property Or-

ganisation (‘Global Innovation Index 2020’, n.d.). 

Switzerland's clear strengths include a stable and liberal economic system, ex-

cellent education, political stability, first-class infrastructure, attractive financing oppor-

tunities from both within the country and the European Union (EU), the world's highest 

number of patent registrations per capita, the highest Ph.D. rate worldwide, and close 

links to foreign markets (Bozzi & Matthes, 2020; Cron, 2020). 

The concept of innovation ecosystems (IEs) has become popular over the past 

15 years, especially in industry, science, and government (Granstrand & Holgersson, 

2020). Innovation ecosystems can help ensure that Switzerland remains one of the most 

innovative countries (Bozzi & Matthes, 

2020; ‘Was macht Schweizer Innova-

tionen Weltklasse?’, n.d.). Large compa-

nies are confronted with a rapidly 

changing environment. Start-ups are 

moving at a pace that established com-

panies cannot always keep up with, and 

IEs can be of practical use in this regard. 

Different companies and public admin-

istrations join forces to drive innovation 

that one company would not do alone. 

An IE includes an entrepreneur, capital, 

academics, government, and corporate 

actors – see Figure 1 (‘Open Innovation und Ökosysteme’, 2021; Rangen, n.d.). 

Figure 1: 5 Pillars for innovation ecosystems 

(Rangen, n.d.) 
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The core drivers of the IE are, on the one hand, the lack of growth/differentia-

tion opportunities in the core business and, on the other hand, the need for new technol-

ogies and skills that are difficult or impossible for companies to develop internally (Lin-

gens, 2020). 

An example of an IE is the Swiss Post project. The Swiss Post has launched a 

drone project in which parcels are to be delivered to homes by drones in the future. 

Companies from various sectors are involved in this project, as Swiss Post does not 

have sufficient know-how to undertake it alone (‘Pakete fliegen durch die Luft’, n.d.). 

On behalf of the State Secretariat for Economic Affairs SECO, the KOF Swiss 

Economic Institute conducts an innovation survey of Swiss companies every three 

years. The last survey covered the period between 2016 and 2018, and the survey results 

were published in November 2020. The survey reveals that companies with more than 

250 employees are the most innovative. Medium-sized companies are also innovative, 

according to the study, but not to the same extent as large companies. Small companies 

are the least innovative. The KOF study also indicates that the most innovative compa-

nies in Switzerland are located in the Zurich region, followed by Central Switzerland, 

and the Ticino region (Staatssekretariat für Bildung, Forschung und Innovation SBFI, 

2020). 

As mentioned, IEs in Switzerland are essential in order for the various actors to 

remain successful in the market in the future. The aim of this thesis is to develop an ef-

fective way of examining IEs in the public sector in Eastern Switzerland – an area that 

has not been the focus of much research in relation to IEs. In addition, according to 

KOF, Eastern Switzerland is not one of the foremost regions in the country when it 

comes to decisive innovation. This provided the researcher with a good reason to inves-

tigate IE in Eastern Switzerland on a general level. 

The following cantons belong to Eastern Switzerland: Glarus, Schaffhausen, 

Appenzell Innerrhoden, Appenzell Ausserrhoden, St Gallen, Grisons, and Thurgau 

(‘Die sieben Grossregionen der Schweiz: Die Schweiz im europäischen Regionalsys-

tem’, 1999) 

1.2 Problem Statement 

Several studies have already been undertaken into IEs, and aspects covered by 

this research include definitions, models, and practical examples of IEs. 

However, there are only a handful of studies that deal with IEs in Switzerland. 

One of the best-known researchers in this field in Switzerland is Dr. Bernhard Lingens, 
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who has been studying IEs in Switzerland for the past few years and has published sev-

eral scientific papers on the topic. He has published articles on how start-ups orchestrate 

ecosystems, how companies design an ecosystem according to environmental condi-

tions, and whether ecosystems are a magic bullet, inter alia. Lingens has also conducted 

workshops with a dozen Swiss companies from various industries. The goal of these 

workshops was to develop specific ecosystem management concepts and methods 

(‘Profile Page Bernhard Lingens’, n.d.). 

The research focus of this paper is on the public sector in Eastern Switzerland. 

Innovation ecosystems in the public sector have not yet been scientifically studied in 

Switzerland. This research gap is of interest to the author because public sector actors 

sometimes work closely together with the private sector to develop products. However, 

little is known about how well these collaborations work and what challenges the actors 

face. 

From the researcher's point of view, it is essential to explore this topic and gain 

further insights into how IEs function. On the one hand, the research could be signifi-

cantly beneficial for companies and municipalities in Eastern Switzerland, specifically 

in relation to how an IE is structured and the challenges and advantages of such an eco-

system. Managing directors and political decision-makers can benefit directly from the 

research results and contact the actors surveyed with a view to exchanging knowledge. 

In addition, companies and political communities in Eastern Switzerland should be mo-

tivated to test out IEs and form these ecosystems to develop innovative products and 

services. Moreover, the present research helps close gaps in the IE research landscape in 

Eastern Switzerland by conducting a general investigation into two ecosystems – an in-

vestigation that could be expanded on in future research. Another positive aspect of this 

research is that it brings Eastern Switzerland into the focus of researchers, encouraging 

other researchers to investigate other IEs in the region. 

1.3 Research Questions 

The following research questions have been formulated for this thesis:  

➢ How are the two selected public sector innovation ecosystems in Eastern  

Switzerland structured? 

➢ What are the benefits and challenges of the two selected public sector  

innovation ecosystems in Eastern Switzerland? 
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These specific research questions were formulated to narrow down the research 

area significantly with a view to arriving at the most accurate and meaningful findings 

possible. This will enable knowledge available in the public sector in Eastern Switzer-

land to be added to the innovation literature. 

1.4 Relevance and Importance of the Research 

This research can provide valuable insights into IEs in the public sector in East-

ern Switzerland and aims to provide new insights for IE actors. It is anticipated that in-

sights will be gained into the following aspects: the emergence and the termination of 

IEs, as well as benefits and challenges. The research results are relevant for all actors in 

the IE to compare, further improve and derive possible action steps. The study results 

are also helpful for further research in this field. Moreover, the research is valuable for 

further developing IEs and obtaining a further overview of a sector. For the researcher 

himself, this field of research is fascinating, as he has already worked on projects in this 

area and has several years of experience as a municipal councillor. 

In summary, Switzerland has been a leader in innovation for many years. In or-

der to maintain this leadership position, it is essential that companies collaborate in the 

form of ecosystems, among other things. Innovation ecosystems open up new kinds of 

knowledge and new foundations for companies. Moreover, IEs exist in Switzerland and 

are actively used. However, there is little scientific literature or scientific research on 

Swiss IEs. This paper provides valuable insights into the benefits and challenges of IEs 

in the public sector in Eastern Switzerland. 

This thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2 presents and examines the theoret-

ical background; it also presents the model used for the study. Chapter 3 presents the 

methodology, outlines the research process, and introduces the interview partners. The 

results of the interview are presented in Chapter 4, and the two case studies are ana-

lysed. Chapter 5 presents the findings of the research and relates the results to the the-

ory. The thesis ends with concluding remarks. 
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2 Literature review 

Since the topic of IEs is such a vast one, this paper focuses on the research ques-

tions posed, and the aim is to provide precise answers to these questions. Consequently, 

Chapter 2 discusses the essential scientific sources on the research topic. It deals with 

the distinction between innovation clusters and IE and the history of the emergence of 

the IE, and discusses the essential innovation theories. A variety of definitions are pre-

sented from different researchers relevant to this study. In addition, previous studies in 

the field are discussed, and the ecosystem pie model (EPM) is presented. This chapter 

aims to provide the reader with a deep understanding of IE and why this literature and 

the research model were chosen. 

2.1 History of ecosystems 

The British botanist Arthur Tansley introduced the term ‘ecosystem’ in the 

1930s. He defined an ecosystem as a community of organisms that communicate with 

each other and their environment. These organisms (air, water, soil, etc.) thrive, com-

pete, cooperate to use available resources, evolve together, and adapt to external dis-

turbances (Hayes, 2021; Tansley, 1935). 

The article ‘Predators and Prey: A New Ecology of Competition’ by corporate 

strategist Moore (1993) was the birth of the IE. Moore adopted the biological concept 

from Arthur Tansley. According to Hayes (2021) Moore compared companies operating 

in the increasingly interconnected world of commerce to a community of organisms that 

adapt and evolve to survive. Moore suggested that companies should not be regarded as 

individual businesses in the industry, but as members of a business ecosystem with par-

ticipants spanning multiple industries. In his article, Moore referred to the concept as a 

business ecosystem. 

2.2 Ecosystems 

The ecosystem concept is becoming increasingly important in the field of tech-

nology and innovation management (Tsujimoto, Kajikawa, Tomita, & Matsumoto, 

2018). Various researchers have studied and analysed the term ‘ecosystem’. The meth-

odology used and the findings from the research on the term are presented below, thus 

enabling the reader to get to grips with the term. A further focus is placed on the differ-

ent ecosystems that can be found in the literature. This non-exhaustive list of different 

ecosystems gives an indication of what other ecosystems can be identified that research-

ers can deal with. The purpose of an ecosystem is explained at the end. 
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Tsujimoto et al. (2018) conducted an in-depth analysis of several hundred re-

search articles over an extended period of time. They found that in the field of technol-

ogy and innovation management, the word ‘ecosystem’ is used in various phrases such 

as digital ecosystem, business ecosystem, IT ecosystem, industry ecosystem, and IE. 

The authors point out that each actor brings different attributes, beliefs, and experiences 

to an ecosystem. This creates inertia, as path dependency is created. Different decision-

making principles can cause unintended outcomes at the ecosystem level. This can hap-

pen even though the behaviour and decision-making of each actor at a given time are 

objective. The product/service system is the analytical boundary of the ecosystem and is 

not limited to regional clusters, country boundaries, complementary suppliers, and con-

tractual relationships. Economic actors and non-economic actors are included within the 

boundary. 

Gupta, Mejia, and Kajikawa (2019) used a text-mining approach with the 500 

most frequently cited articles in the Web of Science Core Collection on the topic of the 

business ecosystem. Their objective was to uncover the overlapping and exclusionary 

terminologies used in scientific articles on the three types of ecosystems. The term 

‘business ecosystem’ has often been defined in different ways and used interchangea-

bly, together, and overlapping with digital ecosystems and IEs. Innovation ecosystems, 

digital ecosystems, and business ecosystems are three distinct types of system. 

Beaudry, Burger-Helmchen, and Cohendet (2021) distinguish between the three 

main types of ecosystems: ‘innovation ecosystems’, ‘business ecosystems’, and ‘entre-

preneurial ecosystems’. These authors compared the reported search criteria on Google 

Scholar and found that of these three main types, innovation ecosystem has been the 

most searched for since 2015. According to the authors, the literature increasingly 

makes the following distinction: the innovation ecosystem focuses on the topic of value 

creation, the business ecosystem refers to general use, while the entrepreneurial ecosys-

tem refers to a set of interdependent factors and actors. 

There are different types of ecosystem, which can be characterised in different 

ways, and it was Moore (1993) who introduced the term ‘business ecosystem’ to the lit-

erature. Moore (1993, 1996) and Iansiti and Levien (2004a) defined the business eco-

system as a business community in which various interconnected actors co-evolve. Ad-

ner (2006) and Autio and Thomas (2014) introduced the innovation ecosystem, while 

the entrepreneurial ecosystem was introduced by Pitelis (2012) and Stam and Spigel 

(2016). Van Der Borgh et al. (2012) and Clarysse et al. (2014) introduced the 
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knowledge ecosystem; Vargo, Wieland, and Akaka (2015) introduced the service eco-

system; and Gawer and Cusumano (2014) introduced the platform ecosystem. Each of 

the above ecosystems differs in relation to the type of value proposition and partners in-

volved (Beaudry, Burger-Helmchen, & Cohendet, 2021). De Vasconcelos Gomes, 

Facin, Salerno, and Ikenami (2018) focused on innovation dimensions of the business 

ecosystem; Jacobides, Cennamo, and Gawer (2018) focused on how and why ecosys-

tems emerge; while Dedehayir, Mäkinen, and Ortt (2018) studied roles in the business 

ecosystem. 

The purpose of an ecosystem is the realisation of a shared value proposition by 

multiple actors. Central to this is that none of these actors can achieve this goal in isola-

tion. Ecosystems enable companies, for example, to develop new products, enter new 

markets, or gain access to resources and competencies that they do not have on their 

own. The prerequisite for achieving joint value propositions can only be achieved if 

broken down into several independent modules. These complementary modules need 

not be generic for an ecosystem to be relevant. A common, coordinated value proposi-

tion of the different actors is therefore essential (Lingens, Miehé & Gassmann, 2020). 

2.3 Distinction between business and innovation ecosystems 

Moore (1996) defined the business ecosystem as follows: ‘An economic commu-

nity supported by a foundation of interacting organizations and individuals—the organ-

isms of the business world. The economic community produces goods and services of 

value to customers, who are themselves members of the ecosystem. The member organ-

isms also include suppliers, lead producers, competitors, and other stakeholders. Over 

time, they co-evolve their capabilities and roles and tend to align themselves with the 

directions set by one or more central companies. Those companies holding leadership 

roles may change over time, but the function of ecosystem leader is valued by the com-

munity because it enables members to move toward shared visions to align their invest-

ments and to find mutually supportive roles.’ 

Scholars are divided into two camps on this issue. For example, Overholm 

(2015), Gawer, and Cusumano (2002), and Nambisan and Baron (2013) regard business 

ecosystems as synonymous with IEs. Other researchers – for example, Valkokari (2015) 

– argue that ecosystems are different. According to Oh et al. (2016), there is no tenable 

definition of IEs in the literature. Due to this lack of theoretical consistency, the use of 

an IE can lead to a very diverse theory, which makes it difficult to compare between 

https://www.investopedia.com/terms/s/stakeholder.asp
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studies and does not ensure knowledge consolidation (de Vasconcelos Gomes et al., 

2018). 

Studies by Adner (2006) and Adner and Kapoor (2010) have contributed signifi-

cantly to the use of the term ‘innovation ecosystem’ instead of ‘business ecosystem’ (de 

Vasconcelos Gomes et al., 2018). Adner (2006) wrote that the business ecosystem could 

be considered an IE. It could be described as ‘the collaborative arrangements through 

which firms combine their individual offerings into a coherent, customer-facing solu-

tion’ (de Vasconcelos Gomes et al., 2018). In their article, Adner and Kapoor (2010) 

also contributed to the broader use of the term IE. 

According to de Vasconcelos Gomes et al. (2018), the distinction between IE 

and business ecosystem is not clear in the literature. They suggest that business ecosys-

tems refer to value capture, while IEs refer to value creation. 

2.4 Definitions of innovation ecosystems 

The term ‘innovation ecosystems’ has received the most attention among aca-

demic researchers. Many topics are addressed by this term, which is related to innova-

tion management. De Vasconcelos Gomes et al. (2018) undertook a survey of terms re-

lated to strategic management and linked to IEs (Beaudry, Burger-Helmchen, & Co-

hendet, 2021). 

In the published scientific literature, there is great diversity in the way IEs are 

defined. Due to the various definitional, methodological, and terminological inconsist-

encies, a critical analysis of the existing state of knowledge is essential (Aarikka-Sten-

roos & Ritala, 2017; Durst & Poutanen, 2013; Granstrand & Holgersson, 2020; Oh et 

al., 2016; Ritala & Almpanopoulou, 2017; de Gomes et al., 2018; Yaghmaie & 

Vanhaverbeke, 2019). 

In introducing the ecosystem concept to management studies, Moore (1993) 

pointed out that these ecological aspects relate to the interdependency between different 

actors and to the co-evolution that binds them together over time. 

Granstrand and Holgersson (2020) studied 21 definitions in more detail, review-

ing them and identifying seven different themes of definitional components. Among 

these, the term ‘actors’ is the only component in all 21 definitions. The term ‘collabora-

tion/complementation’, which appears in 16 definitions, is the second most common 

component. On the basis of Granstrand and Holgersson (2020) research, these two au-

thors proposed the following new definition: ‘An innovation ecosystem is the evolving 
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set of actors, activities, and artifacts, and the institutions and relations, including com-

plementary and substitute relations, that are important for the innovative performance of 

an actor or a population of actors.’ 

Table 1 below presents an overview of how different authors have defined the 

term ‘innovation ecosystem’. 

Table 1: Overview innovation ecosystem definitions 

Author(s) Definition 

Jackson 

(2011) 

‘The complex relationships that are formed between actors or enti-

ties whose functional goal is to enable technology development and 

innovation.’ 

Adner (2006) 
‘The collaborative arrangements through which firms combine their 

individual offerings into a coherent, customer-facing solution.’ 

Rubens, Still, 

Huhtamäki & 

Russell 

(2011) 

‘The “creation nets” that provide a mechanism for (a) goal-focused 

creation of new goods and services tailored to rapidly evolving 

market needs, (b) with multiple institutions and dispersed individu-

als, (c) for parallel innovation.’ 

Autio & 

Thomas 

(2014) 

‘A network of interconnected organizations, organized around a fo-

cal firm or a platform, and incorporating both production and use 

side participants, and focusing on the development of new value 

through innovation.’ 

Jucevičius, 

Jucevičienė, 

Gaidelys & 

Kalman 

(2016) 

‘A complex network of interactions between the actors from indus-

try, government and academia that underlies the innovative activi-

ties and performance in the area.’ 

Oksanen & 

Hatumaki 

(2014) 

‘A group of local actors and dynamic processes, which together 

produce solutions to different challenges.’ 

Mazzucato & 

Robinson 

(2018) 

‘The network of interconnected actors, organized around a particu-

lar value chain/industry where the actors include public agencies, 

firms, intermediaries and any other actor that contributes to the pro-

duction and use of a product or service stemming from that value 

chain/industry.’ 

Talmar, 

Walrave, 

Podoynitsyna, 

Holmström, 

& Romme 

(2018) 

‘Innovation ecosystems are networks of organizations that supply 

certain complementary offerings that in their interaction create 

user-oriented value. In that sense, the organizations within an eco-

system are dependent on each other, although at the same time each 

generally constitutes a separate legal entity.’ 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11846-020-00439-4#ref-CR8
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Yaghmaie & 

Vanhaverbeke 

(2019) 

‘A group of organizations that aim to jointly create and capture 

value from joint innovation activities.’ 

 

The definition of Talmar, Walrave, Podoynitsyna, Holmström, and Romme 

(2018) is used for the purposes of this paper. The reason for using this definition is to 

highlight the following elements, which are essential for this work: networks of organi-

zations provide complementary offerings create benefit-oriented value in interaction are 

interdependent within the ecosystem as well as are independent legal entities. 

2.5 Four-phased description of the innovation ecosystem lifecycle 

Moore (1993, 1996) has proposed a four-phase model that IEs go through, as 

presented in Figure 2 below. 

 

Figure 2: Four-phase lifecycle 

The first phase, birth, is characterised by a shared understanding of the custom-

er's service and product requirements by all ecosystem members. Shared understanding 

is essential for successful collaboration among the players. For an ecosystem to emerge, 

leadership is critical in order to ensure collaboration and to reach critical mass. 

Expansion of the ecosystem into new application areas forms the second phase 

of ecosystem evolution. If different ecosystems attack the same application area, rival-

ries will emerge. When it comes to expansion, the ecosystem leader must maintain 

strong relationships with suppliers, customers, and complementors. 

In the third phase, leadership focus on achieving stability in subsystems and eco-

system processes and determining ecosystem leadership. 

The response of the mature ecosystem to emerging threats from new ecosystems 

and innovations or significant changes and upheavals in the ecosystem environment 

constitutes the fourth and final phase of the model. The ecosystem can be either self-re-

newing or dead in response to such challenges. The ecosystem leader has a crucial role 

in generating new innovations and either creating a restructuring of its own ecosystem 

Birth Expansion Leadership
Self-

renewal (or 
death)
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or slowing down the new threatening ecosystems. The death of an ecosystem is the re-

sult of self-renewal being unable to be put into practice (Dedehayir & Seppänen, 2015; 

Moore, 1993; Moore, 1996). 

2.6 Types of innovation ecosystems 

Klimas and Czakon (2021) consider it essential to pay attention to the types of 

IEs, according to which criteria they are grouped, and how they are understood. In their 

literature review, they identified 50 different types of IEs. These various types can be 

grouped into five general criteria – see Figure 3 below. 

 

Figure 3: Five general categories of innovation ecosystem (Klimas & Czakon, 2021) 

In the life cycle, the first criterion focuses on how the IE came into being and in 

which life cycle phase it is. The IE can be subdivided into the origin or the lifecycle 

stage of the ecosystem (Klimas & Czakon, 2021). The four-phase model developed by 

Moore is discussed in Chapter 2.5. 

The structural perspective is addressed in the second criterion. Adner (2017) 

suggested as it is helpful for conceptualizations in the ecosystem approach. If the focus 

is on the actor perspective and the narrow structural perspective, IEs can be divided into 

asymmetric and symmetric and decentralised and centralised perspectives, respectively. 

If, on the other hand, the focus is placed on the innovation co-creation relationship, a 

distinction can be made between egocentric and ecocentric IEs (Klimas & Czakon, 

2021). 

The third characteristic relates to the main objective of IEs or their lead innova-

tion focus. Innovation ecosystems can be categorised based on the following three typo-

logical criteria (Klimas & Czakon, 2021): 

Life cycle

Structure

Innovation focus within innovation ecosystem

Scope

Performance
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1. the scope of innovation adopted within the ecosystem; 

2. the type of innovation typically targeted by IE actors; and 

3. the intensity of collaboration throughout the co-innovation process. 

The fourth criterion deals with the scale of the IE activity. This can be spatial, 

physical, or technological. In terms of spatial scope, it is understood to be the geo-

graphic scope of both the activity and the outputs of IEs. A distinction can be made be-

tween city- or district-based, local, regional, national, international, and global IEs. 

When considering the physical scope, a distinction is made between IEs that exist only 

in cyberspace (digital IEs) and those that occur in real and virtual worlds (Klimas & 

Czakon, 2021) 

The performance of IEs is the fifth criterion. When considering the type of per-

formance, it is possible that IEs can be classified based on their level (Klimas & Cza-

kon, 2021): 

1. strategic performance (sustainable versus unsustainable IEs). 

2. economic performance (profitable/healthy versus unprofitable/unhealthy IEs). 

3. innovation performance (successful/strong versus unsuccessful/weak). 

2.7 Risks of innovation ecosystems 

There are also potential risks that every manager should be aware of in IEs. The 

success of any company's growth strategy also depends on the assessment of the poten-

tial risks. There is a close correlation between the target market in which the company 

hopes to deploy its innovation and the extent of the risks (de Vasconcelos Gomes et al., 

2018). Three types of risks can exist in IEs (Adner, 2006): 

Initiative risks: These are classic project management questions: What do po-

tential customers say about the idea? How good is the project? What is the market com-

petition like? How good is the project team? 

Interdependency risks: Realistic assessments must be made because an essential 

part of innovation management in an ecosystem is managing expectations. The critical 

question to ask here is: What other projects need to be successful in order to run the IE? 

Integration risks: The question that needs to be asked here is: Who needs to 

adopt the product or solution before the customer can? For example, dealers or work-

shops need to be equipped with new facilities to sell the product. 

Risk assessment prompts managers to revise their performance expectations and 

critically rethink the plan. For example, this may require allocating more resources to 
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the project, changing the target market, acquiring competitors or partners, revising per-

formance expectations, redistributing development responsibility between the company 

and partners, or foregoing the opportunity (Adner, 2006). 

2.8 Importance of innovation ecosystems for strategy and innovation 

Value chain or supply chain and IE are management system approaches found in 

the literature. A new understanding of competition is enabled by business and IEs. Ad-

ner and Kapoor (2010), Priem et al. (2013), and Ritala et al. (2013) agree that IEs 

should focus on value creation. They criticize the current literature on economics, strat-

egy, and networks for overemphasizing value creation (de Vasconcelos Gomes et al., 

2018). According to Luo (2018), IEs influence a firm's strategy and performance. Mar-

ket access is improved through IEs, time-to-market is shortened, company profitability 

increases, and new product development is improved (Bouncken et al., 2018; Pellikka 

& Ali-Vehmas, 2016). 

As already mentioned, the concept of IEs has become popular in recent years. 

However, it is also very controversial. One criticism is that the concept contains a 

flawed analogy to natural ecosystems. This leads to cognitive dissonance and could lead 

to harmful policy decisions (Granstrand, & Holgersson, 2020; Oh, Phillips, Park, & 

Lee, 2016). Oh et al. (2016) criticise the concept in terms of its usefulness and distinc-

tiveness from existing conceptualisations of innovation systems, as well as the biologi-

cally inspired ‘eco’ qualifier and its flawed analogy to natural ecosystems (de Vascon-

celos Gomes et al., 2018). From the scholars' point of view, the flaw is that IEs are tech-

nical or constrained ecosystems that differ from evolved systems. The abovementioned 

researchers also give an example: In an IE, a company is acquired (eaten) by another 

company, and becomes a new company, which has a different nature. In evolved ecol-

ogy, a lion remains a lion when it eats a gazelle. The criticism by Oh et al. (2016) is 

supported by Ritala and Almpanopoulou (2017). They suggest that more empirical and 

conceptual rigour be created. Baiyere's (2018) review concludes that researchers have 

limited consensus on IEs, even though the concept is widely used. 

2.9 Innovation clusters vs. innovation ecosystems 

A distinction must be made between innovation clusters and IEs. A cluster is un-

derstood to be a group of innovation actors in a specific industry. Often these are strate-

gically planned in industrialisation processes and built around a dominant actor. A dom-

inant actor can be understood as a company whose suppliers are clustered around is fac-

tory system. The suppliers are dependent on the company. An ecosystem is a network of 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11846-020-00439-4#ref-CR12
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11846-020-00439-4#ref-CR53
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many different actors directly or indirectly connected to each other. In this process, all 

actors interact with each other in one way or another, in a self-organising environment. 

In this case, everyone depends on everyone else. Such an ecosystem is robust and resili-

ent precisely because there is no dominant actor and because it has the flexibility to 

handle both internal dysfunctions and external shocks better. Furthermore, it can also 

function on more smaller scales (‘Cluster vs. ecosystem: How can we organize innova-

tion today?’, 2018). 

2.10 Conceptual model 

The model used for this thesis is from Talmar et al. (2018). It was selected be-

cause it can map, analyse, and model IEs. The intention was to use the model to map 

and analyse the two IEs. The model will provide a clear picture of the two ecosystems, 

enabling a better understanding of the IE and its structure. The aim is also that it should 

create an understanding of the risks and benefits of IEs. Using the model should indi-

cate whether the model is simple and understandable and whether and how the model 

could be further developed for the benefit of other researchers and practical users. This 

is essential for achieving the objectives of the research. 

Talmar et al. (2018) developed a strategic tool to map, analyse and model IEs, 

namely the EPM. They did so because there was no comprehensive approach to help 

managers and researchers analyse and make decisions about ecosystem strategy. The 

scientific literature was used to identify the constructs and relationships of how actors 

interact in an ecosystem to create and capture value. In concrete terms, this means that 

the scientists have integrated a structuralist tradition with approaches that are used in 

current scientific publications on ecosystems and the instrumentalisation of the concept 

of the IE. The strategy tool is circular in shape. This allows the tool user to capture rela-

tionships that go beyond the immediate environment of an actor in a value chain and al-

low the circular form to simultaneously detail ecosystem and actor level properties. The 

EPM tool has been prototyped and improved – over 260 different IEs have been mod-

elled in it. The EPM tool was used for the mapping of IEs – see Figure 4. 
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Figure 4: Ecosystem Pie Model (Talmar et al., 2018) 

The model was used in the scientific literature by Peltokorpi, Talmar, Castrén 

and Holmström (2019) in the article ‘Designing an organizational system for economi-

cally sustainable demand-side management in district heating and district cooling’ and 

presented in the book on innovation in food ecosystems by De Bernardi and Azucar 

(2020) Innovation and Entrepreneurial Ecosystems: structure, borders, and dynamics. 

Below, we examine the strengths and weaknesses of the model that Talmar et al. 

(2018) has identified. This model was published in 2018 and is therefore still a recent 

model that has not yet been widely used in scientific applications. It is consequently 

challenging to find strengths and weaknesses in the scientific literature with a view to 

developing the model further. 

The researchers who developed the model identify as a strength of the model 

that risk management is the most important measure when analysing the individual ac-

tors in the IE. Another strength is that the motivation and capabilities of the actors are 

mapped in the model. This is central to obtaining a quick overview of which actors con-
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tribute to the ecosystem and in what form. The EPM is neutral to the power of the indi-

vidual actors within the ecosystem. The model is not suitable for cases in which an end-

customer-oriented key player tries to integrate offers from other players into a cross-

border business model. Nor is the model suitable for mapping environmental and social 

sustainability effects that result from innovation activities (Talmar, 2018). 

The circular form of the EPM has two crucial advantages. First, the relationships 

that go beyond the immediate boundaries of the value chain become clearer. The second 

advantage is that detailed mapping of properties at the actor and ecosystem levels is 

possible. The EPM can be seen as a tool that takes into account essential ecosystem 

properties such as complementarity, alignment risks, and interdependencies. The model 

helps the actors involved to make decisions about innovation strategies and supports un-

derstanding the IE as a complex entity. The EPM can be used by external experts and 

ecosystem members to assess investment opportunities or develop research funding 

strategies. Furthermore, the model can be used to explore opportunities for joint invest-

ments (Talmar, 2018). 

2.11 Dimensions of the conceptual framework 

According to Adner (2006) and Dattée, Alexy, and Autio (2018), the functional 

logic of any IE depends on the characteristics of the ecosystem network as well as the 

individual actors that participate in the ecosystem. Talmar et al. (2018) distinguish be-

tween constructs and their relationships at the ecosystem level and the actor level. 

2.11.1 Ecosystem level constructs 

The EPM distinguishes relationships and elements at the actor level and ecosys-

tem level – aspects that interact between and within ecosystem members. The model 

uses elements of embedded circles and actor-based sectors that represent the individual 

characteristics of each actor (Talmar, 2018). 

The three main components of the EPM are (Talmar, 2018): 

➢ Actors 

➢ Ecosystem value proposition (EVP) 

➢ User segments  

Actors: IEs are networks of organisations that provide specific complementary 

offerings which, when combined, create user-centric value. It can be concluded that the 

organisations within an ecosystem are interdependent, although each organisation is a 

separate legal entity. The main actors involved in value addition and value capture 

could be organisations, municipalities, institutions, or individuals. Talmar et al. (2018) 
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define the actors in the IE as its construct – they are economically interdependent enti-

ties but legally independent of each other. The productive contributions of the actors in-

volved are not equally decisive. An ecosystem analysis focuses on actors providing 

complements that are not generic from the perspective of the ecosystem's value proposi-

tion. In the model, each individual actor is represented by a sector of the ‘ecosystem 

pie’. To reduce the complexity of the model, actors can be grouped into a sector based 

on similarity (Talmar, 2018; Talmar et al., 2018). 

Ecosystem value proposition: The ecosystem value proposition (EVP) is the 

output of the ecosystem that is targeted to end-users. The EVP is at the heart of the 

EPM. This highlights that all stakeholders are directly or indirectly involved in fulfilling 

the goal. Therefore, the EVP should be understood as perceived by the end-user 

(Talmar, 2018; Talmar et al., 2018). 

User segments: The target group specifies the target market for the value cre-

ated in the IE. The user segments must be clearly defined, and this applies to the com-

pany level as well as to the ecosystem level. Market competition is no longer exclu-

sively between individual companies but increasingly between ecosystems. Serving the 

target group within the ecosystem's value proposition can be regarded as a key competi-

tive advantage for the IE. Users represent a special actor in the ecosystem for three rea-

sons. First, users are key co-creators of value. They are involved early in the develop-

ment process of products and services and provide feedback on the development. More-

over, users can enrich the ecosystem with additional features. Consequently, the result-

ing product or service introduces a higher level of resilience. The second reason is that 

in many ecosystems, users have some choice about the actors involved in value crea-

tion. In many cases, value in an IE is co-created at the interface of supply and demand-

side actors. The third reason is that users can generate transactional value. This means, 

for example, that user data can be used by actors to create further value inside or outside 

the IE. The transfer of value in an IE can thus be bidirectional; in other words, it can 

move both towards or away from the target group (Talmar, 2018; Talmar et al., 2018). 

2.11.2 Actor-level constructs 

At the actor level, the building blocks of value creation, resources, activities, 

value capture, dependency, and risk are added. 

Value addition: By combining the complementary offerings of the actors, the 

value proposition of the ecosystem is realised. Each actor makes a specific contribution 

to the EVP, called added value (Talmar, 2018; Talmar et al., 2018). According to the 
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core-periphery approach developed by Borgatti and Everett (2000), some value proposi-

tions may be necessary for the composition of the EVP, while other value propositions, 

according to Gawer and Cusumano (2002), are value-adding but not a necessary condi-

tion for the fulfilment of the EVP. 

Resources: These describe the essential assets that form the basis for the value 

creation of the individual actors. Resources form the basis of company-specific value 

creation. Knowledge about the resources of each actor in an IE is essential to identify 

and understand the origin of value creation. Resources can include all types of tangible 

and intangible assets, capabilities, firm characteristics, organisational processes, infor-

mation, and knowledge. Resources can also be acquired from other actors – for exam-

ple, through the licensing of intellectual property. The importance of resource comple-

mentarity for ecosystem-level value creation is emphasised in the ecosystem literature 

(Talmar, 2018; Talmar et al., 2018). Iansiti and Levien (2004b), Teece (1992), and Jaco-

bides, Cennamo and Gawer (2018) highlight that when the resource base is more heter-

ogeneous and complementary – or when the resources are not generic – the overall 

value creation potential of an ecosystem increases (Talmar et al., 2018). 

Activities: Activities comprise the mechanisms by means of which an actor uses 

the resources available to it and makes its productive contribution to the ecosystem. The 

activity is an actor-level entity. In other words, an enterprise's value creation is the basis 

for the enterprise's activity system. The activity system encompasses how resources are 

transformed into value through a coordination process of interactions between actors 

within and/or across resources. Activities can link to other activities of other actors and, 

therefore, often cross actor boundaries (Talmar, 2018; Talmar et al., 2018). 

Value capture: It is not only value for the target group that is created by the IE; 

the individual actors also strive for benefits for themselves. The building block “value 

capture” aims to indicate the mechanism by means of which individual actors in the IE 

generate returns. Actors are interested in generating some return, and this return can be 

financial or non-financial. The building block also indicates how this return is generated 

and how much return is generated. One of the primary motivations for actors is the pos-

sibility of value creation when they join an IE. For actors to join the IE, they must per-

ceive their share as fair (Talmar, 2018; Talmar et al., 2018). According to Lepak, Smith, 

and Taylor (2007) and Thomas, Autio, and Gann (2015), actors can also gain value if 
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they can benefit from the IE in terms of growth, reputation, higher efficiency, or addi-

tional resources such as knowledge that they can use outside the IE, for example. This 

also motivates actors to contribute effectively to the IE.  

Dependence (on the EVP): In an ecosystem, there are different actors with dif-

ferent profiles (private and public/small and large). Ecosystems can also be described as 

networks. For some actors, achieving an ecosystem value contribution can be more crit-

ical than for other actors, for whom this represents only a small part of their total activ-

ity. A distinction is made between low, medium, and high dependency. The dependency 

of the respective actors in the IE represents the extent to which the success of the indi-

vidual actors is related to the IE (Talmar, 2018; Talmar et al., 2018). 

Risk: The risk of each actor within the IE links directly to dependency and value 

capture and indirectly to all other constructs. For the EVP to be fulfilled, it is critical 

that the entire ecosystem actually delivers all the essential value propositions. This re-

quires the actors in the ecosystem to be able to deliver them and make their productive 

contribution to the ecosystem. Possible reasons why an actor may not be able to make 

the assumed contribution to the ecosystem include inability to implement a challenging 

solution or legal, personnel, or liquidity problems. In addition, lack of readiness in the 

development of a product/service could be due to the disinterest of the actor. Second, 

investments might need to be made by the actor that are specific to the ecosystem and 

cannot be used elsewhere. A third factor could be the mismatch between strategic inter-

ests and characteristics of the ecosystem. Examples of an actor's lack of readiness may 

be insufficient incentives for the actor, such as low value-to-cost ratios from the actor or 

heavy dependence on the actor's success. A lack of willingness can also result from stra-

tegic reasons; for example, when an actor tries to undermine the IE because the balance 

of power in the industry has changed. By multiplying the individual probability of each 

critical actor, the overall probability of whether or not the EVP is achieved can be cal-

culated (Talmar, 2018; Talmar et al., 2018). 

2.12 Summary 

This chapter has revealed that the term ‘ecosystem’ originated from botany al-

most 100 years ago. Moore took the biological concept and developed it, leading to the 

birth of the business ecosystem in 1993. The ecosystem concept is used in multiple ex-

pressions by researchers, leading to confusion. Basically, ecosystems can be divided 

into three main types: innovation ecosystems, business ecosystems, and entrepreneurial 

ecosystems. Innovation ecosystems focus on the topic of value creation, while the term 
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‘business ecosystems’ is used in general contexts. The entrepreneurial ecosystem refers 

to a set of interdependent factors and actors. A clear and broadly supported definition of 

IE does not exist in the scientific literature. The most frequently mentioned term in the 

existing definitions is ‘actor’ followed by ‘collaboration/complementation’. 

According to Moore (1993, 1996), IEs go through four phases. The first phase of 

the model involves the shared understanding of the customer's service and product re-

quirements by all members of the ecosystem. The second phase is the expansion of the 

ecosystem to a new scope. The third phase is characterised by establishment and consol-

idation. The final model phase involves the mature ecosystem's response to threats from 

new ecosystems and innovations. 

Klimas and Czakon (2021) have identified 50 different types of IEs and grouped 

them into five criteria, namely life cycle, structural perspective, main goal of IEs, scale 

of activities, and performance.  

Innovation ecosystems also result in risks. Here, risks can be divided into three 

types: initiation risks, interdependence risks, and integration risks. Risk assessment can 

be used to revise performance expectations and critically rethink plans. 

Moreover, IEs also influence the strategy and performance of a company. In this 

context, IEs can improve market access or increase a company's profitability. 

The distinction between innovation clusters and IEs is essential. An innovation 

cluster is a group of players in a particular industry. By contrast, an IE is a network of 

different actors that are directly or indirectly connected. Each actor depends on the other 

actors, and together they create new value so that each actor benefits from the IE. 

The literature review revealed how broad and partly unexplored the topic of the 

IE is in individual regions and sectors. It is not easy to obtain a comprehensive over-

view because researchers did not consistently apply the same definitions that were used 

in the past. While countless definitions are available, there is no single generally 

acknowledged definition. This makes research difficult as no common ground has been 

established among researchers. In the researcher's view, future research should make a 

clearer and more rigorous distinction between the three main types of IE in order to dis-

entangle the existing entanglements. Interest in IE will continue to grow in the future, 

and science and practice can sustainably benefit from the findings of this paper. Accord-

ing to the researcher, there has been too little research interest in Switzerland in the past. 

One reason for this could be that the available scientific literature is primarily in English 

and has therefore not yet really arrived in the German-speaking world. 
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The EPM developed by Talmar et al. (2018) offers an ideal framework for map-

ping, analysing, and modelling IEs. The model was recently developed and published, 

and accordingly it has not yet been widely disseminated and applied in academia. This 

paper aims to test the model, identify the benefits and challenges of an IE, and develop 

the model further if necessary. In practice, however, the model is used more frequently, 

according to Talmar et al. (2018). The model consists of the ecosystem level and the ac-

tor level. The main components of the model at the ecosystem level are the value propo-

sition, the user segments, and the actors. At the actor level, the components are re-

sources, activities, value addition, value capture, dependence, and risk. 
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3 Methodology 

This chapter outlines the approach to the research question and the steps taken to 

answer the question. Furthermore, quantitative and qualitative research are discussed, 

and the choice of approach for this thesis is explained. This is followed by a discussion 

of how the data was obtained and analysed. The last part introduces the two IEs and 

deals with the interview participants. 

3.1 Research methodology 

The objective of this research is to gain insights into how IEs in Eastern Switzer-

land are structured in the public sector and into the benefits and challenges experienced 

by the actors or IEs concerned. As already pointed out in Chapters 1.2 and 1.4, no stud-

ies or research findings in the literature deal with IEs in Eastern Switzerland. The EPM 

was selected to analyse IEs. As mentioned above, the chosen model has not really been 

tested in the literature because it has only recently been developed and published. Ac-

cordingly, the intention was to apply the model and observe whether IEs can be mapped 

and analysed. In addition, it was interesting for the researcher to identify whether the 

model has weaknesses. The study allows the model to be further developed, which is 

beneficial for research and practical application. Based on the research interest of the re-

searcher, it was possible to consider and address the formulated research questions (see 

Chapter 1.3). There were two different research methods to choose from in order to an-

swer the research question – both of which could be used, or just one. 

According to Creswell (2014), qualitative research focuses on studies that seek 

open-ended and diverse responses from various participants. Saunders, Lewis, and 

Thornhill (2018) are more precise, defining qualitative research as research based on 

meanings expressed in words. According to Gephart Jr (2004), the qualitative method 

allows the researcher to understand and describe the process in detail and obtain real 

contexts. The topic is predetermined in qualitative research; however, the interview dia-

logue varies. This is important and must be borne in mind by the researcher, since the 

interviewee may not give the desired answers to achieve the goal of the research. For 

this problem to be avoided, it was essential for the researcher to encourage an open con-

versation and remain calm (Creswell, 2014). 

Unlike quantitative data, qualitative data are not quantifiable and are character-

ised by non-standardization, small sample size, and complexity. Questionnaires with 

open-ended questions and interview transcripts represent examples of qualitative data. 
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These data are analysed, summarised, and categorised (Bell, Bryman, & Harley, 2018; 

Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015; Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2018). 

According to Saunders et al. (2018), quantitative research is highly standardised 

and numerical. Therefore, it typically has a large sample size, and the data collected 

must be processed in order to make sense of it. Quantitative data must be analysed and 

visualised with the use of statistical software (for example, SPSS or Excel). Graphs and 

charts can be used for visualisation. In quantitative research, data is often collected via 

an online questionnaire (Bell et al., 2018; Saunders et al., 2018). 

Due to the COVID situation and the entry regulations in Switzerland and Ice-

land, the researcher could not travel to Switzerland to conduct personal interviews 

and/or make observations in the sample companies. Accordingly, alternative methods 

available included online interviews, conducting an online survey with statistical analy-

sis, or a literature review. Qualitative research and a literature review were conducted 

based on the research question, which focuses on gathering information. Quantitative 

research enables more information to be collected and compared. However, the quanti-

tative research process is very time-consuming because the actors involved in an IE 

must first be found. In addition, all actors must agree to be interviewed and provide in-

formation about the product or service to be developed. For this process, the researcher 

needs an effective network to get in touch rapidly with the decision-makers and the in-

dividual actors in order to be able to conduct the research. In addition, sufficient time is 

needed to collect sufficient data to make the survey representative. For the present re-

search, this approach was not chosen due to the lack of time, the lack of a network, and 

the fact that the data collection would have taken place in summer, with the result that 

the response rate of the quantitative survey would have been low because the actors 

were on holiday. For the present research study, a qualitative survey was considered ap-

propriate, as there are no existing research results in Switzerland, especially in Eastern 

Switzerland, that have applied and tested the model. Qualitative interviews could assist 

in identifying ambiguities in the model more quickly and to develop the model further. 

3.2 Research Process 

Saunders et al. (2018) defined the research process as follows. The first step is to 

clarify the research topic to be investigated. The next step is the literature review, in 

which the researcher creates a knowledge base that is necessary for the rest of the work. 
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After the literature research is completed, the research design is formulated. The plan-

ning of the survey, the data collection, and the data analysis follow in the next step. The 

last step deals with writing and presenting the project – see Figure 5 below. 

 

Figure 5: Research process (Saunders et al., 2018) 

3.2.1 Literature review 

According to Saunders et al. (2018), the collection and critical review of the ex-

isting literature are critical to any research study. This is because the literature review 

forms the backbone of the required knowledge, while highlighting the gap in current re-

search. The secondary research for this paper was based on the critical reading and re-

view of research publications. The literature search focused on online databases such as 

Google Scholar, JSTOR, ScienceDirect, Springer, and Sage Journals. 

3.2.2 Research design 

The qualitative data for this study was obtained through semi-structured inter-

views. According to Bell et al. (2018), this is the most common data collection method 

for qualitative research. An interview is defined as an exchange of opinions between 

two or more people discussing a defined topic (Kvale, 1996). Semi-structured inter-

views are used when the interviewer requires information from the interviewee that they 

would like to examine in greater detail to explore the issue more effectively (Clifford, 

French, & Valentine, 2010). Therefore, semi-structured interviews were used because 

more in-depth insights could be gained and additional questions could be asked, allow-

ing the interviewee to be addressed individually. This approach allowed the interview-

ees to respond more flexibly and freely in the interview, and the researcher was able to 

pick up on interesting, exciting points that would not have been identified in quantita-

tive data collection. The interview consisted of several open-ended questions (Appendix 

A), which aimed at answering the research question. The interview guide followed a 

common thread, and this ensured structure in the interview. All interviews contained the 

same open-ended questions but differed in the follow-up questions, with a view to arriv-

ing at more in-depth understanding. 

In some cases, questions were skipped because the interviewee had already an-

swered the question in a previous question. The persons to be interviewed were con-

tacted in advance by telephone and e-mail, and the time of the interview was agreed 
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upon. The online interviews were recorded with the consent of the interviewees and 

then transcribed. Before each interview, the researcher provided an overview of the re-

search topic and the objective of the research. This ensured that the interviewees were 

aware of the research framework and what insights would be gained in an attempt to an-

swer the research question. Interviews were conducted in Swiss German and transcribed 

into German. Transcribing interviews in Swiss German is not common practice, as it is 

more of a dialect. Therefore, the most essential quotations used in the paper were trans-

lated into English. Conducting online interviews instead of face-to-face interviews in-

troduces certain limitations. Online interviews are shorter than face-to-face interviews 

since interpersonal points are not dealt with in as much detail as when everyone is lo-

cated in the same room. It is important to note that the researcher already knew the in-

terviewees and had worked with them beforehand; consequently, a deeper relationship 

already existed between interviewee and interviewer. At the end of each interview, the 

researcher thanked the interviewee for their participation and openness. 

3.2.3 Data Analysis 

The interviews were transcribed in order to conduct an analysis of the data col-

lected. Transcribing interviews provides the researcher with access to what the inter-

viewee said and how the interviewee said it (Saunders et al., 2018). The researcher took 

notes during each interview to record important points and to note what additional ques-

tions should be asked or what cues should be followed up on with the interviewee. 

The researcher analysed the data obtained using the guidance of Miles and Hu-

berman (1994), which represents a simple and accepted procedure. There are three steps 

in the process analysis, the first of which is the reduction of the data. The transcribed in-

terviews, saved as individual Word files, were reduced to the essential statements in two 

Excel files – a separate file for each IE. In the second step, the data was sorted; in other 

words, the statements were sorted into the order of the questions. The most significant 

findings were listed below each other so that it was clear which actor made which state-

ment on which question. The comprehension questions or in-depth questions were also 

inserted in colour under the leading questions so that it was easily to distinguish the 

leading questions from the additional questions. In the third step of the process, the re-

searcher drew conclusions on the basis of what had emerged from the interviews. These 

conclusions are presented and discussed in Chapters 5 and 6. 
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3.3 Overview of the Participants 

All of the interviewees worked in one of the two ecosystems studied. The re-

searcher already knew the people interviewed because he had worked for a short time in 

both ecosystems studied. For this reason, it was easier for the researcher to identify the 

individuals for an interview. In addition, the researcher already had some basic 

knowledge of how the ecosystems were structured and integrated. This basic knowledge 

made it easier for the researcher to conduct the work. 

The eight interview partners hold different positions. They included a city 

mayor, a managing director, a research director, and an institute director. Tables 2 and 3 

below present an overview of the companies and institutions that participated in the in-

terviews. The list is arranged in the order in which the interviews took place. All inter-

views were conducted using the Microsoft Teams software and lasted an average of one 

hour. 

Table 2: Overview of participating companies and interviewees for innovation ecosystem ‘New ways of 

participating through citizen sourcing’ 

Organisation Interviewee Occupation Date 

FOGS AG Stephan Gstöhl CEO June 29, 2021 

Institute of Quality 

Management and Busi-

ness Administration 

Patrick Binder 
Research 

assistant 
June 30, 2021 

OZG Zentrum für Ge-

meinden 
Patrick Aeschlimann Lecturer July 1, 2021 

Stadt Romanshorn Roger Martin 
Mayor of the 

City 
July 2, 2021 

Institute of Innovation, 

Design and Engineering 
Thomas Utz 

Co-director 

of the insti-

tute 

July 5, 2021 
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Table 3: Overview of participating companies and interviewees for innovation ecosystem ‘Bonus system 

city centre St Gallen’ 

Organisation Interviewee Occupation Date 

Standortförderung Stadt 

St Gallen 
Samuel Zuberbühler Head June 29, 2021 

Institute of Quality 

Management and Busi-

ness Administration 

Michael Czarniecki Lecturer July 2, 2021 

Pro City St Gallen Ralph Bleuer Head July 5, 2021 

 

The following section presents all the interview partners, their back-

grounds/roles, and their contribution to the IE. In addition, the two IEs are briefly intro-

duced to provide an overview of their goals and content. 

3.3.1 Case 1: New ways of participating through citizen sourcing 

The vision of the IE is that municipalities should develop a transparent, binding, 

and consolidated process. This should make it possible for residents and other stake-

holders to contribute to the municipality at any time with their ideas, wishes, sugges-

tions, or concrete project proposals. Currently, participation procedures in Switzerland 

are limited either to a specific project or a specific period of time. This is to be revolu-

tionised by the IE. The project approach is based on the concept of crowdsourcing. The 

aim of the project is that the administration, politicians, and residents should come to-

gether more closely and jointly develop and live a new communal culture of participa-

tion (‘Vision’, n.d.). 

The project content relates to the fact that the residents have declining levels of 

information about upcoming local political decisions. There are three reasons for this: 

first, there is increased mobility; second, communication between the population and 

the municipality is increasingly difficult. Third, the local press is gradually disappear-

ing. The complexity of municipal challenges has increased significantly in recent years. 

It is becoming more essential to strengthen the cooperation between residents, institu-

tions, local businesses, associations, and the municipality. The project aims at tapping 

the potential of innovative ideas among residents in the municipality. A process is being 

developed with an online portal, where residents can express their needs. The online 

portal makes it possible for the residents’ needs to be recorded, presented, and pro-

cessed transparently and systematically. The submitted needs can be discussed and eval-
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uated online. This process makes it possible for the administration, politicians, and resi-

dents to work more closely together and jointly develop the municipality. Three insti-

tutes of the Eastern Switzerland University of Applied Sciences, the four municipalities, 

and the IT company FOGS AG are involved in the IE (‘Projektinhalt’, n.d.). 

The project will last two years and commenced in summer 2020. 

OZG Zentrum für Gemeinden 

The Eastern Switzerland Centre for Municipalities is a central specialist unit of 

the Eastern Switzerland University of Applied Sciences for municipalities, cities, and 

regions. The OZG offers service projects, continuing education, and events. Their team 

consists of four people with a background in political and social sciences (‘Am Puls der 

Gemeinden und Städte’, n.d.). 

Patrick Aeschlimann, lecturer and research assistant, heads the project and is re-

sponsible for the entire organisation. As a political scientist and former journalist for 

municipality magazines, he has a sound understanding of municipality issues. He was 

responsible for the area of state analysis. During the state analysis, several interviews 

were conducted with municipality representatives in order to gain a deeper understand-

ing of how the participation processes are structured. Furthermore, he is responsible for 

the theoretical validation of the findings with the municipalities. In the course of this 

validation, the processes are adapted, and an ideal-typical process is recorded. 

Institute of Innovation, Design, and Engineering – IDEE 

This institute – part of the Eastern Switzerland University of Applied Sciences – 

supports its clients in research and practical projects to explore new possibilities and ap-

proaches for innovation in a playful way. The playful thinking (with Lego Serious 

Play), transfer-oriented development, and experimental action are intended to promote 

creativity, inspire new patterns of thinking, and increase personal commitment. The in-

stitute has an interdisciplinary team of architects, psychologists, computer scientists, 

business economists, and engineers. The team consists of 16 people (‘IDEE Institut für 

Innovation, Design und Engineering’, n.d.). 

Professor Thomas Utz represents the institute and is responsible for the innova-

tive part of the project. He is supported by Corinne Dickenmann, who also works at the 

institute. Furthermore, the IDEE team is jointly responsible for modelling, visualizing, 

and describing the ideal-typical participation process. 
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Institute of Quality Management and Business Administration – IQB 

The area of expertise of the Institute for Quality Management and Business Ad-

ministration – attached to the Eastern Switzerland University of Applied Sciences – in-

cludes business development and organisation, quality and project management, leader-

ship and personnel management, and market and business analyses. The IQB regards it-

self as a bridge-builder between science and practice. The institute aims to develop ho-

listic and practice-oriented solutions for small and medium-sized enterprises and for 

public institutions. The team consists of 14 people, most of whom are lecturers (‘IQB 

Institut für Qualitätsmanagement und Angewandte Betriebswirtschaft’, n.d.). 

Binder, a research assistant, represented the IQB in the project and was therefore 

interviewed. He is supported by Prof. Dr. Lukas Scherer and Michael Czarniecki, both 

of whom are lecturers. Binder is responsible primarily for incentivising the population 

in the project. In addition, he provides support for the survey of the current situation in 

the municipalities and the implementation of the project. 

FOGS AG 

This company from Vaduz creates websites and provides web hosting services, 

web design, web applications, apps, and is a service provider for open-source software. 

FOGS is the software developer in the IE (‘Web Lösungen’, n.d.). 

While FOGS is the practice partner, the owners, Stephan Gstöhl and Florian 

Ospelt, are responsible for the implementation. As a first step, they have to create – at 

the minimum – a viable product based on the findings. Following testing in the munici-

palities, they have to revise the initial product and develop it into a functional product. 

The goal is for FOGS ultimately to be able to launch and sell the product. Gstöhl is a 

part-time local councillor in Vaduz, and hence brings valuable insights and understand-

ing to the project on how municipalities function. 

Gemeinde Berg SG, Stadt Romanshorn, Gemeinde Vaduz, 

Gemeinde Rüschlikon 

These four municipalities are the implementing partners in the IE. The number 

of inhabitants in the municipalities ranges from 845 inhabitants (municipality of Berg 

SG) to 11,296 inhabitants in Romanshorn (‘Zahlen und Fakten’, n.d.; ‘Regionenporträt 

– Bevölkerung’, n.d.). The municipalities contribute to the testing of the product and are 

available as interview partners so that the current situation can be recorded. 
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3.3.2 Case 2: Bonus system city centre St Gallen 

The city centre of St Gallen is to be revitalised. The reason for this is that many 

shops have closed in recent years and the city centre is no longer attractive. Further-

more, the low euro exchange rate made shopping in nearby countries attractive. The 

Standortförderung set itself the task of promoting the revitalisation of the city centre us-

ing various measures. The project lasted four years and included ten different measures. 

One package of measures related to the parking situation, which included the sub-pro-

ject bonus system (Abschlussbericht ‘Zukunft St.Galler Innenstadt’, n.d.). 

The bonus system aimed to reward regular visitors to St Gallen city centre for 

shopping there. First, street surveys were conducted, and survey participants were asked 

about their needs regarding bonus and discount systems. It emerged that the survey par-

ticipants were interested in a bonus system for St Gallen city centre. Second, a work-

shop was held with various participants (business owners, tourism managers, and repre-

sentatives of the city) to consider what a bonus system could look like (Abschlussber-

icht ‘Zukunft St.Galler Innenstadt’, n.d.). 

At the beginning of December 2019, the three-month test phase started, in which 

60 voluntary participants took part. The test was conducted using a minimum viable 

product approach. Over 2,000 invoice receipts, with a total value of over CHF 110,000, 

were recorded during the three-month test phase. The result confirmed to those respon-

sible that the tested approach for a cross-business bonus system worked in principle 

(Abschlussbericht ‘Zukunft St.Galler Innenstadt’, n.d.). 

The IE was completed in summer 2020, and there will be a further investigation 

into the market environment in summer 2021.  

Institute of Quality Management and Business Administration – IQB 

The Institute for Quality Management and Business Administration of the East-

ern Switzerland University of Applied Sciences specialises in business development and 

organisation, quality and project management, leadership and personnel management, 

and market and business analyses. The IQB sees itself as a bridge-builder between sci-

ence and practice. The institute aims to develop holistic and practice-oriented solutions 

for small and medium-sized enterprises and for public institutions. The team consists of 

14 people and most of its employees are lecturers (‘IQB Institut für Qualitätsmanage-

ment und Angewandte Betriebswirtschaft’, n.d.). 
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Michael Czarniecki, a lecturer, represents the IQB in the project and was availa-

ble for the interview. Czarniecki specialises in business development and advises com-

panies and public institutions. In the case of the IE, Czarniecki was responsible for the 

development and needs assessment for the entire project. 

Standortförderung Stadt St Gallen 

The task of promoting the City of St Gallen as a location is aimed at further de-

veloping the city as a business and living location St Gallen and to position it attrac-

tively in the locational competition. The Standortförderung works together with actors 

from business, politics, and society; the team consists of eight people who are responsi-

ble for different areas (‘Standortförderung’, n.d.). 

Samuel Zuberbühler, the head of the Standortförderung, agreed to participate in 

the interview. He was the initiator of the project and provided the network and contacts. 

He was also involved in the content of the project. 

Pro City St Gallen 

The inner-city association Pro City St Gallen is made up of companies from the 

retail trade, personnel and business-related services, and trade. The members of this as-

sociation receive services and are represented at the political level to address the con-

cerns of the inner city (‘Home’, n.d.). 

Ralph Bleuer, president of the association, was available for the interview. His 

contribution to the IE was to provide the network to identify shops and restaurateurs for 

the bonus system. He also incorporated the perspective and experiences of the shops 

and restaurateurs on what the bonus system should look like to make it an exciting 

product for them to use. 

3.4 Summary 

This chapter has presented the approach to the research question. Qualitative re-

search methodology was used to answer the research question. Eight different online in-

terviews were conducted with the individual actors in the two IEs. The interviews were 

transcribed, summarised, and visually processed. Furthermore, the two IEs and the indi-

vidual actors were examined in order to provide the reader with a good insight into the 

ecosystems. 

  



41 

4 Findings 

This chapter presents the results of the interviews from the two IEs in relation to 

the conceptual framework. First, the results from the ‘New ways of participating 

through citizen sourcing’ IE are presented, followed by the results from the ‘Bonus sys-

tem city centre St Gallen’ IE. The chapter concludes with a summary which identifies 

the areas in which there is an overlap in both IEs and the areas in which differences 

were found. 

Chapter 2 presented a detailed examination of the EPM by Talmar et al. (2018). 

This chapter uses the EPM to illustrate the insights gained from the interviews con-

ducted to answer the research questions. The model assists in visualising and analysing 

the IEs to achieve the stated research objectives. The EPM provides an indication of the 

structure of the IE. It also reveals which actors contribute which resources, know-how, 

contributions, etc.; and the risk is that the respective actor cannot make its contribution 

or cannot do so entirely. The benefits of the IEs from the actors' point of view are also 

examined. 

4.1 Case 1: New ways of participating through citizen sourcing 

This section presents the results of the five interviews conducted on this IE. The 

reader will gain an insight into the IE and into the actors, the roles, and which added 

value was generated. Finally, the benefits and challenges of the IE are presented. 



42 

4.1.1 Overview of Ecosystem Pie Model from citizen sourcing 

 

Figure 6: Ecosystem Pie Model from citizen sourcing 

Figure 6 clearly indicates what the EPM of the IE looks like. As described in 

Chapter 3.2, the actors are listed on the outer edge of the circle. Each actor is allocated 

the part of the circle that includes the most relevant points that are brought to the IE by 

that actor. As mentioned earlier, the data was obtained from the interviews that were 

conducted. The most relevant points are dealt with below with a view to providing the 

reader with a better understanding. 

Resources: The three institutes attached to the Eastern Switzerland University 

of Applied Sciences bring different resources. However, one resource is the same for all 

institutes. The Swiss Innovation Agency Innosuisse funds the IE. Innosuisse is a federal 

entity under public law which is responsible for promoting science-based innovation in 

the interest of society and the economy. Only innovative projects that cannot be realised 

without funding or where market potential remain untapped are supported (‘Mission’, 

2021). 
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The OZG brings to the IE an understanding of how a municipality functions. 

This understanding is a significant resource as the other two institutes can offer their un-

derstanding of businesses but have less understanding of municipalities. Municipalities, 

unlike businesses, are not for profit. According to Aeschlimann, OZG also brings its ex-

perience of digitalisation to municipalities and understands how to work in an interdis-

ciplinary manner. 

The IDEE knows about open innovation and crowdsourcing. Based on this 

knowledge, the IDEE can make an active contribution to the IE, according to Utz. The 

institute has employees with different backgrounds; for example, its team consists of 

physicists, architects, psychologists, engineers, IT specialists, and business economists. 

Such a diverse team enables the IDEE to bring different perspectives and ideas to the IE. 

According to the interview with Binder, IQB has resources in the area of citizen 

participation and resident surveys with many different municipalities. These resources 

are essential to understanding the needs of residents in municipalities. The institute also 

has resources in the area of organisational development and incentives. This know-how 

is also essential to encourage residents to participate in the platform. 

FOGS possesses resources in the area of time and know-how, which it makes 

available to the IE. In terms of know-how, FOGS specializes in platform programming, 

taking advantage of open-source opportunities. The FOGS team knows where to find 

the relevant resources that are relevant for platform creation. Gstöhl brings in a neces-

sary additional competence as a resource. He is also politically active and is a local 

councillor in Vaduz. This combination of politics and IT is valuable because he offers 

an understanding of the municipality and its population, as well as an understanding of IT. 

The municipalities co-finance the IE and pay for the innovation. In addition to 

providing the money, the municipality staff are available for interviews to answer ques-

tions from the institutes, which enables the institutes to understand the processes within 

the municipality and how the participants should be drawn from the population. De-

pending on the municipality, citizen participation may differ. The municipalities also 

commit to the project, which is in a pilot phase. Furthermore, the four participating mu-

nicipalities make themselves available to test the platform in their municipality, which 

can have both positive and adverse effects, according to the interview with Martin. 
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The population of the four municipalities has different know-how, which the 

municipality can make use of. Not every resident of a municipality wants to become in-

volved or has the time to do so. However, people can provide their know-how, which 

can assist the municipality as a whole. 

Activities: Aeschlimann from the OZG has to bring together several different 

actors and take over the project coordination. The different perspectives must be taken 

into account the actors involved, in order to reduce misunderstandings. Due to his for-

mer job as a specialised journalist, he knows the municipalities very well and knows 

what challenges they face. His expertise and coordination role mean that he can make a 

productive contribution to the IE. 

The IDEE has carried out successful innovation processes at several companies. 

According to the interview with Utz, attempts will be made to apply the knowledge the 

institute acquired in all these projects in this innovation project. Due to the diverse na-

ture of the team within the institute, progress and ambiguities are discussed. In addition, 

critical questions are asked during these discussions, and it is shown that another way is 

possible. 

Based on its know-how, the IQB makes use of its knowledge from population 

surveys. Furthermore, the institute has already developed and successfully tested incen-

tive strategies for various companies. These two resources enable the IQB to make a 

productive contribution to the IE. 

Both platform creation and platform 

programming is done by FOGS. The insights 

gained from the interviews with the municipali-

ties have to be translated by FOGS into the plat-

form programming. First, a prototype will be 

programmed and tested in the municipalities. 

Based on the feedback from the municipalities 

and the population, the prototype will be further 

developed so that a marketable product can ultimately be brought to the market. It is 

crucial that the FOGS team already has the essential resources to apply to the IE. 

The municipalities know their residents and can therefore estimate how the plat-

form will be accepted, as well as which know-how is available among the population. 

The municipality representatives bring this knowledge to the interviews and discussions 

so that the other stakeholders can build on it and understand what the final product 

’The development phase of the 

platform is very exciting for me, 

but also very time-consuming. 

There are many ambiguities in the 

platform development that I have 

to discuss with the other actors.’ 

Stephan Gstöhl 
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should look like. Another productive contribution by the municipality is to demonstrate 

how internal processes work and how the platform will be integrated into internal pro-

cesses. 

The residents of the four municipalities can make use of the online platform to 

publish their ideas and the needs that exist in the municipality. For example, this could 

be a playground for small children or a public toilet in the city centre. Other residents of 

the same municipality can support and develop these ideas or needs. If the issues raised 

enjoy broad support among the population, the municipality is to investigate the possi-

bility of implementation or to implement the project to the best of its ability. 

Value Addition: The OZG delivers its added value in the form of a network 

which exists with municipalities. In the beginning, interested municipalities had to be 

identified, and this was rapidly achieved through the network. The existing network is 

also crucial for the marketing and sale of the product at the end of the innovation pro-

cess. Through regular exchanges between municipalities and the OZG, the OZG knows 

the municipalities very well and can gain and pass on practical experience through con-

sultation. 

The IE can benefit from the IDEE’s knowledge in the field of innovation. The 

institute applies its innovative approaches and acts as a guide during the innovation pro-

cess. As Gstöhl from FOGS stated during the interview, the IDEE is a challenger. 

The added value that IQB brings to the IE is business experience and incentives. 

The IQB team knows how businesses and processes work and how to integrate them 

into municipalities so that the processes work for the platform. Other projects have been 

used to test and develop incentivization strategies that are now valuable to the IE. 

The FOGS team contributes to the IE in the form of technical know-how and the 

programming of web tools. The team will develop a functional platform using open 

sources from the internet. First, a prototype will be developed for the platform, and a 

marketable product will be developed based on the experience gained with the prototype. 

The municipalities provide insight into their work and are available for inter-

views so that other stakeholders can gain insights. Another contribution municipalities 

make to the IE is that they can be used as an environment in which the prototype can be 

tested, and valuable experience can be gained to make the product marketable. 

The most significant added value that the population can contribute to the mu-

nicipality is in the form of ideas and needs. If the population does not provide this 

added value, or does so only to a limited extent, the online platform is not likely to exist 
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for any length of time. Regular ideas and needs must be placed on the online platform. 

A regular and minimally defined user group is needed for interaction on the platform so 

that discussions and further development of ideas and needs can occur. 

Value Capture: According to the interviews with the three representatives of 

the institutes attached to the Eastern Switzerland University of Applied Sciences, there 

will be no financial benefit for them because only research money is available. If the 

product is further developed and sold at a later stage, this could result in orders for the 

institutes, from which they could earn money. This is not possible in the current situa-

tion with research money from Innosuisse. 

An advantage offered by the IE is that the 

OZG can draw on how other municipalities perceive 

the project and can thus position itself positively and 

benefit in terms of its image. Having a positive im-

age helps the OZG to acquire further projects in re-

search and services. Aeschlimann acknowledges that 

he also develops as a person because his position as project manager is one, he has 

never before held in an ecosystem, thus enabling him to gain valuable experience. In ad-

dition, he can position himself accordingly and appear competent to municipalities. 

According to Utz, the main benefit for the IDEE is that it can gain valuable in-

sights into how a system works that does not have a boss, yet actively involves people. 

These findings can then be tested in companies, in which a new organisational culture 

can be created. Utz envisions creating an organisation that has no boss, and in which all 

employees want the same thing and have the same goals. 

The IQB believes that the benefit of participating in the IE lies in the creation of 

internal and external networks that the institute can use again later. For example, both 

research projects and service projects could emerge from this in the future. In addition, 

Binder finds it exciting and motivating to work in such a large IE and to observe how 

other players work and approach situations. 

It was clear from the interview with Gstöhl from FOGS that the company hopes 

to achieve financial success through product development within the IE. The goal is to 

sell the product to municipalities in Switzerland and the Principality of Liechtenstein. In 

addition, further product add-ons are to be offered, such as moderation within the plat-

form. FOGS regards these additional offers as a further money-making opportunity. 

From a non-financial perspective, Gstöhl believes that municipalities will benefit from 

‘The project is noticed by 

other municipalities. There is 

a lot of interest in the project 

from the municipalities.’ 

Patrick Aeschlimann 
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the platform, and that the municipality and its residents will therefore come closer to-

gether, thus enabling improved interaction. 

From the perspective of the municipalities, the return that is gained from the IE 

is that the former is seen as innovative, and their needs and ideas are actively taken up; 

moreover, together with the population, the municipality is further developed. This new 

platform keeps the municipalities close to their population. This can lead to the munici-

pality appearing and being attracted to outsiders and businesses. In other words, this 

could be regarded as location marketing. 

By actively incorporating the ideas and needs of the population, the municipality 

is further developed according to the wishes and needs of the population. The popula-

tion has more of a say in which projects are to be carried out in the municipality. This 

participation creates a stronger bond between the population and the municipality. In 

addition, the online platform makes it easier for the municipality to achieve a quick and 

uncomplicated exchange. 

Risk: During the interviews, all actors were asked how they assessed the other 

actors regarding the risk that an actor within the IE might not make a productive contri-

bution. As demonstrated in Figure 6, most of the actors believed there is a low risk of 

the value proposition made by the individual actors not being delivered. This assess-

ment is justified by the fact that the individual actors invest a great deal of time and 

know-how in the IE, which facilitates collaboration. Furthermore, the players observe 

the market and see how and to what extent specific parameters change. According to the 

interview with Aeschlimann, the COVID situation has brought new providers to the 

market, and existing providers have developed additional products that pursue a similar 

goal to the IE. This constant market change must constantly be reviewed to identify 

whether potential partners or synergies can be exploited. Aeschlimann regards this mar-

ket observation as very time-consuming. 

According to the individual interviews with two actors, there is a medium risk 

among the municipalities that a productive contribution would not or could not be 

made. The reason given was that it is not entirely clear to the two actors what the real 

background is to the participation of individual municipalities in the IE. Does the mu-

nicipality pursue the goal of integrating the population into the municipality more effec-

tively? Or is the project more of a marketing tool for municipal representatives to get 

re-elected? 
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Dependence: As was the case with the risk question, each actor was also asked 

about the dependence of the other actors from their point of view and how dependent 

the actors themselves are when it comes to the achievement of the ecosystem value 

proposition. Based on the interviews, it was identified that the OZG and the FOGS have 

a high dependence on the success of the IE. The IDEE and the municipalities have a 

medium dependence on the success of the IE, while the IQB has a low dependence on 

the success of the IE – according to the assessment of the stakeholders. 

The actors believe there are different reasons for the high dependence on success 

in the case of the OZG and the FOGS. In the case of the OZG, it is a matter of reputa-

tion that could be gained or tarnished vis-à-vis external organisations. In addition, Aes-

chlimann has the significant responsibility, as project manager, of coordinating the ac-

tors very well. From the point of view of the OZG the institute is moderately dependent 

on success. This is justified by the fact that there is no financial risk, but their reputation 

could suffer. The stakeholders believe that the FOGS could lose a lot if the product is 

not marketable. The FOGS is dependent on launching and selling a new product and en-

suring that the company has a thriving product in the future. Furthermore, the developed 

product must be technically well developed and easy to use, which is not easy. The 

FOGS itself has also classified its dependence on success as high. 

The IDEE and the municipalities are rated as medium. In the case of the munici-

palities, the stakeholders see dependence on success in the fact that the population has 

no understanding of whether the platform is functioning as desired or not, or whether 

the ideas and needs of the population have been implemented in the municipalities or 

not. The municipalities have a broader view in this regard. They rate themselves as low 

on the grounds that the population will not complain if the project does not work ex-

actly as it should or is not implemented in exactly the proposed way. The IDEE is rated 

medium by the stakeholders because the institute is responsible for the innovation pro-

cess. The IDEE classifies itself as low when it comes to dependence on success depend-

ency. According to Utz, exciting from a research point of view; however, the institute 

has other projects and is not dependent on the success of this product in relation to the 

IE. 

The IQB was rated low by all stakeholders except the IQB itself. The reasoning 

for this classification by the actors is that the IQB tends to work in the background, and 

this is not a focus project for the institute. 
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4.1.2 Benefits from citizen sourcing 

In the interviews, stakeholders were asked what benefits they could identify with 

the IE, and these are presented below. 

Know-how from different areas: The stakeholders indicated different benefits 

from an IE. One benefit they identified is that in an IE several different actors from dif-

ferent fields are involved, which can prevent blind spots. This means that the players 

can contribute their industry knowledge, experience, different perspectives, and net-

worked thinking to the ecosystem. 

More efficient and faster on the market: Innovation ecosystems make it pos-

sible for products and services to be brought to market more quickly and, in some cases, 

more efficiently, thus meeting the target group's needs more effectively. According to 

Martin, such developments cannot be financed by municipalities alone. A subsidy or the 

participation of several actors, among whom the financing can be distributed, is more 

cost-efficient and makes the development financeable. Martin also sees the benefit of 

IEs in the fact that the individual actors do not have the necessary know-how internally 

and can build up the know-how and experience in a timely manner. 

Expansion and creation of new networks: Innovation ecosystems also have 

the advantage of creating new networks or improving and expanding existing networks. 

These networks can be of importance and value for other projects. According to Aes-

chlimann, many companies develop products for municipalities, but these products are 

not used since they are incompatible or not sufficiently compatible with the existing 

products that the municipality is using. Therefore, the stakeholders who will ultimately 

use the developed product in the end must be involved. 

4.1.3 Challenges from citizen sourcing 

Various challenges with IEs are mentioned by the stakeholders interviewed. 

Market dynamics: A major challenge is that while the ecosystem is developing 

a new product or service, the market must be constantly studied to ensure that other pro-

viders do not have the same idea or a similar one and bring it to market. The market has 

become more dynamic in recent years, and new products or services can be launched 

daily. Such constant market observation is very time-consuming, and many additional 

discussions are required if a similar idea comes onto the market before the originally de-

veloped product or service is distributed on the market. Accordingly, a strong player 

network is essential. 
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Project leader in the innovation ecosystem: Another challenge was that two 

actors had no working experience with IEs. One actor held a leadership position within 

the ecosystem and first had to find out about his position and establish how such a sys-

tem should be managed. In addition, the project leader stated that he had to learn how to 

be the centre of attention first because he was not used to it. 

Collaboration: Finding the right constellation for the IE, in which different ac-

tors participate with their know-how from their respective areas of expertise, is not 

easy. Furthermore, the actors must also have the appropriate resources to participate in 

the ecosystem, such as time and money. It took time to bring all four communities to-

gether. During the collaboration, it was also noticed that not all of them have the same 

experience or knowledge of the systems. As a result of the COVID situation, Microsoft 

Teams was used for the meeting discussions. Not everyone was familiar with the soft-

ware and people had to be briefly trained accordingly. Another collaboration issue was 

that not all people work full time. For example, a community president works for the 

community only 30% of the time. 

A shared understanding of goals: Another challenge at the beginning of the 

project was that not all actors in the IE had the same understanding of the goal and the 

different terminology. It took approximately six months for all the stakeholders to be at 

the same level. This challenge was encountered because the actors also had different 

ideas; for example, the municipalities, in particular, believed the platform was an ideal 

place for the population to publish ideas. Not all communities understood at the begin-

ning that the platform was intended to be much more than a mere idea platform. 

Communication of the new product: The communities that made themselves 

available as a test environment have to make the new platform known to their residents. 

Not all residents follow the communications from the municipality equally closely. 

Consequently, the actors have realised that it takes more time and thought than initially 

planned to get the population to make use of the new platform. The municipality of Ro-

manshorn has introduced Crossiety. The online platform Crossiety is a digital village 

square, where the municipality and associations in the municipality can communicate 

publicly. It became clear that this platform is lagging far behind expectations regarding 

how many people and interactions should be reached. 

4.1.4 Dealing with the challenges from citizen sourcing 

The players surveyed proposed or implemented different approaches to dealing 

with the challenges mentioned above. 
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Market dynamics: Market analyses can help actors avoid nasty surprises. 

These market analyses must be regularly updated so that all players in the IE are con-

sistently informed about the market. Another approach is cooperation. This involves 

contacting the company and finding out whether there is an ecosystem behind the devel-

opment or whether the company itself developed the product or service. From the play-

ers' point of view, it is not necessarily a good idea to perceive all companies as direct 

competitors. This should be seen as an opportunity to integrate the right companies into 

the IE additionally. 

Project leader in the innovation ecosystem: Due to the lack of experience as a 

project manager in an IE, the actor concerned could benefit from the experience of an-

other actor. He received support in the form of tips and through various conversations, 

and he found this support valuable. Furthermore, experience can be gained by simply 

approaching the matter and testing how this approach is received. It was also helpful 

that the project manager had already led teams that were in the same department. 

Collaboration: For collaboration to be successful, actors developed and used 

solution approaches that they applied in their IE. From the actors' point of view, good 

and open communication is important as it helps to avoid misunderstandings or ambigu-

ities. By making appointments early on and holding a monthly exchange meeting at the 

same time on the same day, collaboration can prove efficient and open questions can be 

clarified directly at the meetings. 

A shared understanding of goals: The clarification of the basics and a com-

mon understanding of the definition of the goal are essential according to the experi-

ences of the actors in the IE. This requires sufficient time to be devoted to the discus-

sions, so that all actors can present their views; it also requires a definition of the essen-

tial terms by the project management. Only then 

can the basis be built upon, and a common defini-

tion of goals be developed, which is central to the 

course of the project. The stakeholders were 

greatly assisted by visualization in Miro White-

board to promote understanding. 

Communication of the new product: The stakeholders see possible solutions 

for the communication of the new product in motivating relevant residents in the com-

munity and associations to place ideas and needs on the platform and to use the plat-

form. Furthermore, the residents and the associations should promote the product by 

‘The visualisation on the Miro 

whiteboard helped us to un-

derstand the goal.’ 

Thomas Utz 
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word of mouth among their friends and acquaintances. Simply communicating by 

means of the municipality homepage or the municipality newspaper is not sufficient. To 

ensure good communication, it is also essential to try out new approaches and to ana-

lyse whether these approaches work with associations and the population or whether ad-

justments are needed. 

4.2 Case 2: Bonus system city centre St Gallen 

Using an approach similar to that adopted in Chapter 4.1, this part examines the 

IE of the bonus system city centre St Gallen, based on the three interviews conducted. 

Furthermore, as in Chapter 4.1, the reader will gain an insight into how the IE is struc-

tured, what challenges the actors faced, and what benefits result from the IE. 

4.2.1 Overview of Ecosystem Pie Model from bonus system 

 

Figure 7: Ecosystem Pie Model from bonus system 

The EPM of the bonus system is illustrated in Figure 7 above. In this subsection, 

the model is described with a view to providing the reader with a detailed insight into 

the IE. 
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Resources: Czarniecki from the IQB brought know-how resources into the IE. 

In concrete terms, this means that he brought in knowledge on methodology and its ap-

plication. 

The Standortförderung has its resources in money and personnel, which can be 

used immediately. In addition, the Standortförderung has valuable networks – for exam-

ple, political or cultural networks, or networks of different companies. According to 

Zuberbühler, these networks are excellent, and there are direct contacts with top man-

agement. 

Pro City also has its resources in a strong network, including the most diverse 

businesses in the city centre. Furthermore, according to Bleuer, Pro City has a strong 

knowledge of the retail trade and knows how things work and what challenges lie 

ahead. An additional resource is that individual retailers already have experience with 

bonus systems, as the companies themselves have had their own bonus systems for sev-

eral years. Based on the experience gained, these insights can, in turn, be brought into 

the IE. 

Activities: According to Czarniecki, the activities of the IQB consisted of four 

areas. The first area is market research. Different players (population, restaurant opera-

tors, and retailers) were interviewed in a short survey. This survey was valuable in 

providing an insight into the target group to construct a comprehensive picture. In a sec-

ond step, ideas were generated on what the bonus system could look like. In this pro-

cess, the stakeholders came together and generated different ideas on how the bonus 

system could look, based on interviews with the population, restaurants, and retailers. 

The testing of the bonus system, which lasted three months, constituted the third step. 

lasted three months. The last step was the evaluation of the testing and the subsequent 

revision of the bonus system. 

Zuberbühler led and financed the IE. The 

activities of the Stadtortförderung also included 

active participation in the development of the bo-

nus system. Another essential activity involved the 

presentation and marketing to the outside world.  

The representative of Pro City also actively 

participated in the development of the bonus system. Moreover, the experiences of the 

individual retailers, who have their own bonus system, were considered. In addition, Pro 

‘The Standortförderung Stadt 

St Gallen knew precisely what 

they wanted as a final product 

and what they did not want.’ 

Michael Czarniecki 
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City let it be known that the retailers were aware of the bonus system testing and ac-

tively supported the testing evaluation with their experiences so that the bonus system 

could be further developed. 

The users of the bonus system are people who go shopping in the city centre of 

St Gallen. The users should not go shopping in the shopping arena which is located out-

side of St Gallen, but in the city centre. The city centre should become more attractive 

for shoppers and should have attractive stores. 

Value Addition: The added value from the IQB included the know-how, the ex-

perience, and the procedure method. In addition, the process method was decisive. The 

process method adopted was the minimum viable product. This was central for testing – 

the institute introduced its experience of the method into the IE and knew how to apply it. 

It became clear from the interview with Zuberbühler that the Standortförderung 

gave the project an official character, since the city of St Gallen initiated the project. As 

a result, the various stakeholder groups were much more open, and more people could 

be won over to the project due to a strong network. Another added value was that the 

Standortförderung adopted a neutral stance. 

Ensuring that the project enjoyed credibility among outside parties was an es-

sential added value which Pro City gave to the bonus system. This added value is also 

related to the added value from the network provided by Pro City. 

Value Capture: Czarniecki identifies the profit which he draws from the IE at 

different points. One gain is that a success story can be published upon successful com-

pletion, which has a positive effect on future partnerships. Furthermore, a research pro-

posal could be written, which would contribute to the bonus system’s further develop-

ment. For example, the research proposal could be submitted to Innosuisse. The insti-

tute benefits in that additional work and money are made available for further develop-

ment. Another benefit, according to Czarniecki, is that the lessons learned from the de-

velopment can be used in the classroom as an example of best practice. 

Zuberbühler sees the gain in the fact that they have gained valuable knowledge 

on how to successfully apply the minimum viable product method. Furthermore, they 

have created knowledge through the IE, which is valuable in relation to subsequent de-

velopments. A particular benefit that was derived from the IE is the community that de-

veloped as a result. In the interview, Zuberbühler stated that the community had come 

closer together and a sense of identification had emerged, which he perceived as very 

significant. 
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The benefit for Pro City is that turnover is tied to the city centre through the bo-

nus system and that experience with the minimum viable product method has been 

gained. In the city centre of St Gallen, there has been a long-standing problem of retail-

ers closing because they do not make sufficient. With an attractive bonus system for the 

population, more sales will be tied to the city centre again. Bleuer also identified a ben-

efit in having used the minimum viable product method, which results in a significant 

saving of resources and can be implemented quickly to test a product or service. 

From the people's point of view, the bonus system is also a win, in that they re-

ceive a discount when they go shopping downtown. This discount, in turn, makes shop-

ping in the city centre more attractive. 

Risk: All actors indicated that the risk was low of an actor not making the ex-

pected productive contribution to the IE. The reasons for this were that everyone knew 

their resources and actively contributed to them. In addition, the assignments were 

clearly defined in each case, the meetings were goal-oriented, and working together was 

productive. Everyone had delivered their deliverables, and they did so in accordance 

with the agreed-upon timeline. 

Dependence: According to the interviewees, dependence on success is highest 

at the IQB, and medium at Pro City and the Standortförderung. The interviewees see the 

reason for the high dependence on success at the IQB because the proposed method can 

be implemented successfully, and the testing of the bonus system is running smoothly. 

From the point of view of the IQB, the dependence on success was rated medium. The 

Standortförderung and Pro City are dependent on success to a medium degree because 

the city also has other projects which are aimed at making shopping in the city centre 

more attractive; if a project does not succeed, then at least the idea was tested. Pro City 

is convinced that the bonus system can make a difference. The association also repre-

sents the retailers in the city centre, and accordingly there is a certain pressure to suc-

ceed. However, due to the COVID situation, the initial situation has changed again, as 

further drops in sales have taken place because the stores were not allowed to open. 

4.2.2 Benefits from Bonus system 

In the interviews, stakeholders were asked what benefits they could identify with 

the IE. These benefits are presented below. 
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Inspiration: The actors see the benefit of IEs on the one hand in the fact that 

swarm intelligence can be better utilised. Through 

regular and intensive exchange, actors in an ecosys-

tem come up with better solutions more quickly. This 

exchange was also evident in the bonus system. In the creation of the bonus system, the 

actors contributed various ideas, discussed them with each other, and developed them 

further. The ideas were repeatedly reviewed and further developed until a bonus system 

was developed that covered all needs and ideas. This procedure introduced a positive 

dynamic to the project, and the actors inspired each other. 

Project manager: The actors see another substantial benefit in the project man-

ager of the IE. The actors have to define who the project leader is at the outset and must 

accept this decision. The project leader coordinates, leads, and runs the ecosystem. Fur-

thermore, the project leader is responsible for initiating, testing, and setting inputs to de-

velop the product or service. Depending on the number of actors involved in the IE, 

there is administrative work for the project manager to do. In this IE of the bonus sys-

tem, the organisational effort has been within a manageable range. 

Comprehensive know-how: The IE actors agreed in the interviews that the de-

velopment of the bonus system would not have worked if there had been no ecosystem. 

The reason for this is that the actors would not have had the know-how needed for the de-

velopment of the bonus system. The professional know-how of the three actors made it 

possible to develop a marketable bonus system. If one organisation had gone it alone, it 

would have been the equivalent of flying blind. Furthermore, the new development would 

not be in line with the latest scientific findings or would lack the input of the retailers. 

Financial resources: According to Bleuer, the development of the bonus system 

could not have been financed by one actor alone. Therefore, in an IE, it is easier to de-

velop a marketable product or service with limited financial resources. The costs are 

distributed among several actors, and it is easy for actors to participate if they do not 

have to bear high investment sums alone. 

Acceptance: According to the interviews conducted, acceptance is higher when 

several actors develop a product or service than when one actor alone creates a product 

or service. The actors present their product or service to the outside world and thus gain 

importance, with the result that the target group is more willing to buy and use the new 

product or service. It is essential that a high level of acceptance is perceived in the market. 

‘Achieving a goal together 

is much more motivating.’ 

Ralph Bleuer 
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Network: According to Czarniecki, the network that the actors bring with them 

is also crucial. A network of one actor may not always be sufficient. Accordingly, it is 

valuable to have a network of different actors who can support the development of the 

new product or service. Networks are also needed for marketing in order to reach and be 

perceived by the defined target group. 

4.2.3 Challenges from Bonus system 

Various challenges with IEs were mentioned by the stakeholders interviewed. 

Market research: Several interviews were conducted to ascertain the needs of 

the population, restaurants, and retailers. Passers-by in the city centre of St Gallen, pass-

ers-by in the shopping centre and passers-by shopping at the border to Germany were 

asked about their shopping behaviour and the benefits and the sense of a bonus system. 

According to Czarniecki, this market research was not easy, as it was very time-con-

suming. Furthermore, results from market research should always be viewed with cau-

tion. If there is a high approval rate for the need for a bonus system, for example, this 

does not mean that the implementation of the system will also result in the same high 

usage rate. According to experience, respondents are quicker to say yes to a new prod-

uct and service than to buy and use it when implemented. 

Bonus system testing: The testing lasted three months, and 60 people were de-

ployed as test persons. They were divided according to gender and three different age 

categories. The test persons were invited via different platforms (online and offline 

channels) to apply for this position. Not all six categories were able to find test persons 

at the same rate. Especially for the male category in the top age group, additional efforts 

had to be made to find sufficient people to participate in the testing. This cost an addi-

tional amount of time. Another challenge emerged with the COVID situation. In the last 

month of testing, the situation in Switzerland – and thus also in St Gallen – became in-

creasingly difficult, and the test persons went shopping less, as shops and restaurants 

had to close. This situation detrimentally affected the testing. In the interview, 

Czarniecki made it clear that this situation resulted in an entirely new challenge that no 

one saw coming. The actors involved in the bonus system first had to define the further 

procedure and communicate this to the test persons and the shops and restaurants in the 

city centre. 
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Time required: From the interviews, it be-

came clear that the actors are also working on other 

projects besides the development of the bonus sys-

tem. The daily business brings the danger that when-

ever one has to deal with the bonus system again, 

one has to rethink in order to reach the same level of 

knowledge. 

Innovation ecosystem with multiple actors: Stakeholders agreed that when 

there are too many stakeholders within the IE, regular exchanges, guidance from the 

project manager, and different ideas and needs for product or service development be-

come increasingly challenging and can also delay development. Accordingly, a manage-

able number of actors must be involved in the IE. Communication is a relevant point 

here. The project leader has to continuously motivate and challenge the actors in order 

to achieve the defined output and to maintain team spirit. 

Lack of clarity in using the bonus system: During the development of the bo-

nus system, the actors were always flying blind. They did not know whether the test 

persons would appreciate the developed bonus system or not. In retrospect, the actors 

stated in the interview that individual test persons should have participated in the devel-

opment of the bonus system in order to receive external feedback. 

4.2.4 Dealing with the challenges of the bonus system 

The players surveyed proposed or implemented different approaches to dealing 

with the challenges mentioned above. 

Market research: Knowing that survey results should be treated with caution 

and that there are sources of error in the survey and data analysis is the best insight. It is 

important that several passers-by should be interviewed so that the data is representative 

and can be used. A sample survey that is too small is dangerous because the results from 

the data evaluation lead to false conclusions. Consequently, a broad survey with a high re-

sponse rate is crucial to achieving market research's most significant possible benefit. 

Bonus system testing: Stakeholders need to define risks that may occur in the 

IE at the start of the project. A risk plan is helpful in this regard. In addition, the risks 

must be categorised according to their probability of occurrence. Fields of action are de-

fined for each risk category. This way, all actors within the IE know what to do in the 

case of each risk and can act efficiently. However, the actors could not foresee the sud-

den COVID situation and agreed that no predefined solution was possible. 

‘It is challenging in day-to-

day business to find time and 

resources to immerse in in-

novation.’ 

Samuel Zuberbühler 
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Time required: The daily work, as well as the other projects that run alongside 

the IE, must also be dealt with. On the other hand, it is necessary to plan when time is 

available for the development of the product or service within the IE. A summary of the 

current status should be given at the beginning of the actors’ meetings, so that all actors 

have the same level of knowledge. In addition, the goal of the meeting and the applicable 

time frame should be defined at the beginning of the meeting. At the end of the meeting, a 

summary of the meeting is helpful, as is a precise task definition for the next meeting. 

Innovation ecosystem with multiple actors: There is no predefined number of 

actors that is optimal for an IE. The actors in the IE deliberately kept the number of ac-

tors low so as not to lose productivity. 

Lack of clarity in using the bonus system: A certain degree of unpredictability 

accompanies every development. To reduce uncertainty, the actors in the IE must be in 

regular contact with the target group. One approach is to use a small selection of the tar-

get group for the project as sparring partners at the beginning of the IE in order to col-

lect opinions and ideas more effectively. The target group was indeed identified on the 

basis of the interviews. However, the target group was neglected during the develop-

ment of the bonus system and could not give direct feedback on the developed product 

before the system was tested. Here, a meeting would have been advantageous to discuss 

the developed bonus system with the end-users and make possible changes. 

4.3 Summary 

The interviews made it clear that resources are an essential point, if not the most 

crucial point, in identifying the right actors. Marketable and sustainable products and 

services can be developed through the combination of different expertise. The added 

value or return that the actors achieve from the IEs is not primarily money. Instead, the 

actors benefit from the IE in that the actors generate knowledge that they can in turn use 

to make progress with other projects. The actor for whom the product or service is de-

veloped benefits from the other actors by offering a product to the defined target group 

that meets the needs of the target group. The risk of an actor not making the defined 

productive contribution was low for all actors interviewed. 

Various points were mentioned regarding the benefits of the IE. One point is the 

different resources, experience, and expertise that an IE can bring together. Mutual in-

spiration or spurring each other on in developing a sustainable product or service was 

also identified as a benefit. The project manager in the IE has a unique advantage. In ad-
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dition to development, the project leader is also responsible for the administrative pro-

cess, such as planning meetings, reviewing risks, or market analysis. By being devel-

oped within the IE, the product or service can be brought to the market faster and more 

efficiently than if one actor alone carries out the development. This fast and efficient 

market entry makes it possible to survive in a competitive market. Acceptance is an-

other crucial benefit for the IE. If an actor represents an industry for which the product 

or service is intended, the target group will react in a more interested way than if an out-

side actor had carried out the development and tried to work the market anew. Finally, 

benefits also lie in the networks that are built up. In today's business world, networks 

are an essential advantage in order to survive in the market. 

Innovation ecosystems also involve challenges that actors should be aware of. It 

is essential that the target group's needs are surveyed and not an idea pursued by one ac-

tor or one person in the target group. This difference is essential to recognise. Another 

challenge is to ensure that actors do not misuse participation in an IE as a marketing 

tool to appear positive towards different stakeholders. Generally, the actors would like 

to start immediately, but they may not allow enough time at the beginning of the pro-

ject, when it is essential that all actors speak the same language. This means that all ac-

tors must understand the basics, including the definition of the goal. When testing the 

product or service, stakeholders need to ensure that sufficient resources are available if 

problems arise during testing to identify and resolve these problems. This will allow 

testing to continue as quickly as possible. A final challenge was identified in the area of 

risk assessment. Risks must be identified and categorised at the beginning of the project 

so that the actors know which risks are to be expected and which procedure is to be ap-

plied in the event that they materialise. A periodic risk assessment helps to prevent neg-

ative consequences for the actors and the IE. 
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5 Discussion 

The interview results presented in the previous chapter are discussed in this 

chapter, and the insights gained are linked to the literature. For a clear presentation, the 

sub-chapters are structured according to the research questions. The chapter concludes 

with an examination of the limitations of this study. 

5.1 Structure of innovation ecosystems 

As Granstrand and Holgersson (2020) found in their research (see Chapter 2.4), 

actors and collaboration/complementation are used in the most common definitions of 

IEs. This makes sense, as the analysis of the IEs studied in Eastern Switzerland demon-

strates, because a different number of actors are involved in product or service develop-

ment, and these actors collaborate and complement each other. 

5.1.1 Innovation ecosystem ‘New ways of participating through citizen sourcing’ 

The definition used by Talmar et al. (2018; see Chapter 2.4) was confirmed in 

the investigation of IEs. According to Talmar et al. (2018), IEs are, on the one hand, 

networks. In the case of the IE ‘New ways of participating through citizen sourcing’, the 

network consists of five actors – see Chapter 3.3. As Aeschlimann stated in the inter-

view, the IE could be formed quickly because of the existing good contacts with the in-

dividual actors. Another point raised by Talmar et al. (2018) is the provision of comple-

mentary offers. Among other things, the actors contributed knowledge about innovation 

processes, intensification strategies, municipality processes, and software development. 

From this, the actors created the user-centred value that they defined together. As identi-

fied by Talmar et al. (2018), the interdependence of the actors was also evident from the 

interviews. The five actors stated that each of them has their knowledge and task in the 

IE to work on and be responsible for, which is evident in the model. Talmar et al. 

(2018) also make reference to independent legal entities. The three university institutes 

are not separate legal entities, as Eastern Switzerland University of Applied Sciences is 

the actual legal entity. The other actors each represent a separate legal entity. 

As described in Chapter 2.6, Klimas and Czakon (2021) identify 50 different 

types of IEs, grouped into five criteria. The types of IEs that emerged from the empiri-

cal research are listed below. 

Ecosystem birth – Intentional: The IE studied, ‘New ways of participating 

through citizen sourcing’, is an intentionally planned IE. It was deliberately created by 

the focus company (FOGS and OZG) in order to develop the platform. The FOGS 
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should ultimately profit from this development and sell the developed product to munic-

ipalities. 

Life cycle stage – Emerging: An examination of the phase in which the IE un-

der investigation is located, it becomes clear that it is in the emergence phase. As de-

scribed in Chapter 2.5, Moore (1993, 1996) also proposed a four-phase life cycle of IEs. 

According to his life cycle, the IE is also in the first phase, birth. As emerged from the 

interviews, a common understanding of the product requirement had to be established 

first. In the ecosystem studied, this took several weeks. According to Moore, the project 

leader responsible for managing the IE – in this case, Aeschlimann – is particularly 

challenged in the birth phase, which also became evident in the interview. The IE under 

consideration will enter the second phase of Moore's life cycle in autumn 2022, when 

the developed platform will be ready for distribution. The interviews clearly demon-

strated that the actors are aware of other platform providers trying to attack the devel-

oped platform, and rivalries arise accordingly. 

Actors – Symmetrical: The structure of the IE is symmetrical. Each actor has 

equal participation or shares in the development of the platform. 

Innovation type – Focused on incremental innovation: The needs and ideas 

are to be introduced and further developed on the platform by the population so that the 

municipal council can implement the needs with the initiators. According to Klimas and 

Czakon (2021), this incremental innovation aims to develop existing solutions further. 

Spatial range – City-based Type: The platform is about the spatial range of the 

municipality. The four participating municipalities use the platform exclusively for their 

municipality. 

Innovation performance – Successful: The actors can achieve the common 

goal, and – as demonstrated in the model by Talmar et al. (2018) – the risk that an actor 

cannot contribute is low. 

Economic performance – Profitable: The actors were involved in transform-

ing the technology into innovation. The FOGS is in the lead in this process. Gstöhl, 

FOGS, and his team use existing open-source solutions and develop them further for the 

platform. In the process, the knowledge gathered by the other players is integrated. 

Strategic performance – Sustainable: The five actors involved in the IE are 

characterised by organisational, geographical, and institutional proximity. The actors 

are all in the same region and less than an hour's drive away. There is also organisa-

tional proximity as a result. 
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5.1.2 Innovation ecosystem ‘Bonus system city centre St Gallen’ 

If we look at Talmar et al.’s (2018) definition in relation to the IE ‘Bonus system 

city centre St Gallen’, three actors are involved in the network – see Chapter 3.3. Ac-

cording to the empirical study, each actor in this IE also contributed their skills and 

knowledge to the IE. These included the procedure method and knowledge about the 

MVP, industry knowledge in the area of retail trade, and financial feasibility – see 

Chapter 4.2.1. The actors are also dependent on each other – which is also noticeable 

from the abilities of the individual actors – which is what makes it possible for the bo-

nus system to be developed at all. For example, the IQB cannot develop the bonus sys-

tem alone, as the institute does not have the retail trade sector's network or know-how. 

In the bonus system, all actors are legal entities in their own right and legally dependent 

on each other, which corresponds to the definition. 

As already applied to the previous IE, the types of IEs identified by Klimas and 

Czakon (2021) are applied to the bonus system below. 

Ecosystem birth – Intentional: The bonus system was intentionally created by 

the Standortförderung and Pro City. In addition, the stakeholders chose the ecosystem at 

a specific point in time, namely in the context of other promotional projects for the revi-

talisation of the inner city of St Gallen. 

Life cycle stage – Developmental: The IE is in the developmental phase. Alt-

hough the product has been tested extensively with a test group, it needs further devel-

opment. Czarniecki would like to develop the bonus system further and test it for the 

city centre and the entire city. In addition, talks with the retailers in the city centre will 

take place in the summer of 2021 to investigate how much the retailers would be willing 

to pay for the bonus system, so that the system is also financed. If the four-phase model 

of Moore (1993, 1996) is considered, the IE is in the expansion area. There are existing 

bonus systems that the retailers themselves operate. Accordingly, the newly developed 

bonus system, a unified system for the city centre, has to compete with rivals. The three 

actors need to establish and maintain strong relationships with individual retailers and 

consumers. 

Actors – Centralised: In the IE under consideration, Standortförderung and Pro 

City play a central leadership role. First and foremost, the Standortförderung has the 

leading role, as the bonus system results from revitalizing the city centre. The Standort-

förderung has brought the actors together, provided networks, and significantly financed 

the IE. 
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Innovation type – Focused on incremental innovation: As Bleuer emphasised 

in the interview, the existing solution that many retailers have their bonus systems, but 

no bonus system of their own that covers the entire city centre, is to be developed. Ac-

cordingly, it is a further development of an existing solution. 

Spatial range – City-based: The IE relates to the city of St Gallen and is ac-

cordingly spatially related to the city. 

Innovation performance – Unsuccessful: It became clear from the study that 

the bonus system was tested but did not result in the desired success. The bonus system 

was supposed to attract more test persons to the city centre and to boost sales. Unfortu-

nately, too few sales were made in the small shops, and only the larger shopping outlets 

such as grocery shops or chain shops profited. 

Economic performance – Unprofitable: As described above, the stakeholders' 

bonus system is not as competitive as desired. Accordingly, further steps are needed to 

develop the bonus system further. In addition, the rivalry with the existing bonus sys-

tems must be won by the individual retailers, or the retailers must be convinced that a 

joint and comprehensive bonus system is the most sensible option.  

Strategic performance – Sustainable: The actors involved in the IE are all in 

organisational, geographical, and institutional proximity. The individual actors are situ-

ated within walking distance of each other, which facilitates easy exchange. 

5.1.3 Conclusion 

The criteria categories and types compiled by Klimas and Czakon (2021) make 

sense and can be easily applied to the IE analysis. In this way, the IEs can be character-

ised based on the different types. However, from the researcher's point of view, they can 

be omitted as they are helpful for the simplified search for the category in which the IE 

is located, but do not bring any additional benefit. Klimas and Czakon's (2021) life cy-

cle stage is inconsistent with Moore's (1993, 1996) four-phase life cycle. Klimas and 

Czakon (2021) distinguish five life cycle stages. Moore does not have death as a sepa-

rate stage in his life cycle. Death, in particular, is an essential element from the re-

searcher's point of view, which Moore did not take into account in his four phases. In-

deed, death is an essential component of an IE. 

The model used by Talmar et al. (2018) illustrates the structure of the IE. The 

model provides the reader with a quick and understandable overview. However, from 

the researcher's point of view, there is a lack of valuable individual details that cannot 

be read from the model. For one thing, the risk of the individual actors is indicated in 



65 

colour in the model. A coloured risk classification makes sense, but the reader cannot 

understand from the model why this risk exists or why the actor cannot fulfil the value 

proposition. In this case, a sign such as “-“ would be helpful as an indication of value 

addition to signal to the reader that there is a risk that this value proposition cannot be 

fulfilled, or can only be fulfilled to a limited extent. Furthermore, it would be helpful if 

the model also illustrated the challenges that the actors face. From the researcher's point 

of view, the challenges faced by the actors in the IE are also missing from the model. 

According to the researcher, the challenges could be illustrated by inserting the chal-

lenges outside the circle model using example images or keywords. This would make it 

possible to analyse which challenges the actors face and how they deal with them. Alt-

hough the benefits are presented in the model, it would be helpful if the benefits for the 

actors were better clarified using signs “++, +, +-“ to indicate to the reader of the model 

how much benefit the actor derives from the IE. In the course of this research, it became 

clear that actors do not see their benefits as equally significant, and accordingly, such 

signs could be valuable to clarify the benefits. 

5.2 Benefits and Challenges of innovation ecosystems 

5.2.1 Innovation ecosystem ‘New ways of participating through citizen sourcing’ 

Regarding the potential risks defined by Adner (2006) – see Chapter 2.7 – this 

IE is an initiative risk. The five actors work closely and well together. However, they 

have neglected to involve the population of the participating municipalities in the devel-

opment of the platform, which is risky because the population could not become suffi-

ciently involved and critically discuss the idea and its development. Market competition 

is also intense. There is currently no platform with the same idea, but there are other 

platforms where there is a digital exchange of information messages. 

As already described in Chapter 5.1.3, the risks can be better represented in the 

Talmar et al. (2018) model. This increases readability and comprehensibility. 

5.2.2 Innovation ecosystem ‘Bonus system city centre St Gallen’ 

The risks proposed by Adner (2006) would fit the initiative risk and integration 

risk for this IE. As in the other IE, potential customers were not sufficiently involved in 

the ecosystem or asked for their opinion. The actors were also aware of market competi-

tion. The large commodity chains could not participate in the local bonus system, as this 

was not in line with the specifications from headquarters. However, the project team 

worked together in an exemplary manner and complemented each other. The integration 
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risk is currently the highest. The stakeholders are currently clarifying whether the retail-

ers would participate and on what terms. In addition, standard software is needed for the 

bonus system to work. This software would first have to be programmed. 

5.2.3 Conclusion 

The risks of IEs defined by Adner (2006) make sense and can be applied in re-

search. However, from the researcher's point of view, these risks are not practical. They 

are challenging to understand, and a simple assignment of risks is not possible. The re-

searcher proposes to identify the risks in the IE using a short questionnaire. The result 

should be an allocation to, for example, the risks defined by Adner (2006). Through the 

questionnaire, the actors are better prepared for the possible risks and can formulate ac-

tion steps to minimise the existing risk as far as possible. 

The benefits of the IE were presented in detail in Chapter 4.1.2 and in Chapter 

4.2.2. As described in Chapter 2.8, IEs are significant for companies' strategies. It be-

came clear that IEs focus on value creation, market access, and product development. 

As a result of this research, these benefits have been confirmed. In addition, it became 

clear from the research that financial resources also achieve positive effects through 

government research funds such as Innosuisse, and that it is therefore important for the 

actors that more money is available to advance innovation. Furthermore, it became clear 

from the study that acceptance among potential customers is higher when well-known 

players participate, or neutrality of the IE is given. All of the actors interviewed, as well 

as those in the research literature, recognise one of the most significant benefits in the 

fact that the actors inspire each other with their skills and know-how, thus significantly 

advancing development. 

5.3 Limitations and future research 

The scientific research conducted does have certain limitations, which are high-

lighted below. One limitation relates to the research being general. More in-depth re-

search into IEs in Eastern Switzerland could have yielded more satisfying results. How-

ever, IEs in Switzerland are poorly researched, and the model used by Talmar et al. 

(2018) has not been used much in the scientific literature because it has only recently 

been published. This paper studied Eastern Switzerland was studied, which is another 

limitation. Other regions in Switzerland could have been studied – to identify regional 

differences, for example. The chosen sector, the public sector, may also produce diver-

gences from other sectors, which is a further limitation of the research. Since the public 
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sector may differ from other sectors, the research findings cannot be generalised. An-

other limitation is the time limit within which the research was conducted. A more ex-

tensive and in-depth survey with additional quantitative research and observations 

within the IEs would undoubtedly have yielded further research findings but would 

have taken more time. Another limitation is that the researcher already knew the inter-

viewees personally, and they might have been more reluctant to make critical statements 

than if the researcher had been an outsider. The researcher made it clear to the inter-

views that critical aspects should also be communicated. The researcher selected the 

survey participants and the IEs, and not randomly, which is a limitation. Due to the 

global COVID-19 pandemic, all interviews were conducted via Microsoft Teams. This 

approach had both advantages and limitations. According to Lo Iacono, Symonds, and 

Brown (2016), not every interviewee feels comfortable using online video, leading to a 

lack of information provided. 

Concerning future research in the field of IEs, it would be interesting to study 

other sectors in Eastern Switzerland. This would enable us to compare sectors to each 

other to gain further research insights for the region of Eastern Switzerland. Further-

more, other regions could also be researched using a qualitative survey – for example, 

the regions of Zurich, Central Switzerland, or Ticino. According to KOF (see Chapter 

1.2), these regions are the most innovative. Another research point is the quantitative 

survey of IEs in Switzerland. Further research would make it possible to examine re-

gions and sectors for similarities and differences to deepen understanding and gain valu-

able research insights. The points listed for future research may not only be of interest 

to academia but may also be of use in practice – for example, to compare regions and 

sectors more effectively and to identify actors for IEs. 

5.4 Summary 

This chapter has made it clear that the chosen definition could be validated 

through this research. The 50 different types of innovation ecosystems have also been 

validated by this research. The life cycle of Moore needs to be complemented by death 

so that the model is complete. Moreover, the model of Talmar needs minor adjustments 

so that the reader can read specific details such as risks, benefits, and challenges more 

clearly.  
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6 Conclusion 

To the best of the researcher's knowledge, this research study is the first to in-

vestigate IE in the public sector in Eastern Switzerland. The researcher has explored 

how the two selected public sector IEs in Eastern Switzerland are structured, and the 

benefits and challenges in the two selected innovation ecosystems? The study is rele-

vant because there is a scientific knowledge gap about IE in Eastern Switzerland and the 

model of Talmar et al. (2018) is used to fill the gap. On the one hand, the knowledge 

gaps relate to understanding the structure of public sector IE in Eastern Switzerland and, 

on the other hand, the benefits and challenges for IE in the region. For the analyses of 

the IE in Eastern Switzerland, eight in-depth interviews were conducted with the actors 

involved within the IE. The insights gained from the interviews were summarised and 

analysed in Chapter 4. The research results demonstrate that the actors benefit from IE 

by complementing each other. Skills and know-how from the different sectors are 

brought together, which has a positive influence on innovation. The actors inspire each 

other and continue to work on other projects even after their time together in the IE. In 

this way, the network is constantly expanded, and the actors benefit as a result. Finan-

cial resources from government research funds positively support innovation and lower 

the financial risk of the actors involved. The study's empirical results suggest that a con-

sistent involvement of potential consumers is beneficial, but this is a challenge for the 

actors. It has not always been clear when the best time to engage is; nor do the actors 

agree on this. Other challenges of IE are that all actors need to have a common under-

standing of the goal and the technical terms used at the beginning of the process. This 

makes it easy to avoid misunderstandings later on. In addition to a common understand-

ing, the potential risks must also be identified and assessed at the beginning. This is a 

challenge because not all risks are easy to identify, and the risk planning must be ad-

justed accordingly. Moreover, actors need to consider that they should allow sufficient 

time during testing and for the subsequent revision of the development.  

The empirical research demonstrates how IEs function in the public sector in 

Eastern Switzerland and what benefits and challenges the actors encounter. The re-

search intends to help and motivate actors in Eastern Switzerland to deal with these 

challenges and illustrate that IEs are valuable systems that positively foster innovation. 

During the course of this research, Eastern Switzerland has gained importance in 

terms of innovation. In mid-April 2021, the Federal Council approved the Innovation 

Park East as the location support for Switzerland Innovation. This will make it possible 
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for national and international research teams from companies and universities to under-

take joint innovation projects in Eastern Switzerland. The Innovation Park East focuses 

on digitalizing business models in the health, mechanical, electrical, and metal indus-

tries. At the beginning of September 2021, the parliament of the canton of Thurgau also 

decided to participate in the Innovation Park, along with the cantons of St Gallen, Ap-

penzell Innerrhoden, Appenzell Ausserrhoden, the Principality of Liechtenstein, and the 

city of St Gallen (‘Bundesrat erteilt definitiv grünes Licht’, 2021; Bernhardsgrütter, 

2021). 
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Appendix A 

Interview questions 

 

o May I ask you to introduce yourself and the organisation in which you work 

briefly. 

 

The emergence of an innovation ecosystem: 

o What is the product/service idea? What is the goal/value proposition of this innova-

tion ecosystem? Would you please describe the idea in a few words? 

o How did this idea to develop this product/service come about? Who approached 

whom? Who is the target group of this innovation ecosystem? How was the need to 

be met evaluated? 

o What is the intended value that results from the innovation ecosystem? What task 

must the product / DL fulfil? 

o Which actors are involved in the innovation ecosystem? 

o What was the reason/reasons for selecting these actors? 

o What resources/know-how are generally available to you as an actor? (Resources 

here are to be understood broadly and include all kinds of tangible and intangible 

assets, skills, organisational processes, company characteristics, information, and 

knowledge available to the actor to carry out value-adding activities). 

o As an actor, what resources/know-how do you have at your disposal to create value 

within the innovation ecosystem? (specific to the project) 

o From your point of view, which resources/know-how of the individual actors is rel-

evant or most important in the innovation ecosystem for successful project imple-

mentation? 

o What is your task/your contribution to the innovation ecosystem? What is the added 

value you provide? 

o Are there resources/know-how that you cannot provide to the innovation ecosystem 

even though you should have them? What are the reasons for this? 

o What do you see as the unique productive contribution of each actor to the innova-

tion ecosystem? 

o Were resources also purchased from other actors outside the ecosystem? If so, what 

kind of resources? 
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o Were end-users involved in the innovation ecosystem, and if so, how were end-us-

ers engaged in the innovation ecosystem? Did you provide feedback on the idea? 

Did you collaborate in the development, and how did this collaboration take place? 

o In your view, to what extent is each actor dependent on the success of the innova-

tion ecosystem? (Scale: low, medium, high) Would you please give reasons for 

your dependence? 

 

Benefits of an innovation ecosystem: 

o From your point of view, what are the benefits of collaboration between different 

actors compared to self-production by a single actor? 

o Which actors were not included in the ecosystem that might have been useful? 

(perhaps also in hindsight) What were the reasons why they were omitted? 

o How do you generate income/return? How much income/return do you yield? (Rev-

enue/return can be financial or non-financial). 

 

Challenges of an innovation ecosystem: 

o Would you please estimate each actor's potential inability and unwillingness to 

make its productive contribution to the innovation ecosystem? (Scale: low, me-

dium, high) Would you please give reasons for your assessment? 

o In your view, what challenges have emerged in the innovation ecosystem? (E.g., 

emergence, finding actors, convincing actors to cooperate, working together, com-

mon goals, meeting deadlines, integrating new actors, etc.). 

o How were these challenges dealt with? How did you deal with these challenges? 

o What do you see as the risks to achieving the EVP? (Ecosystem value proposition 

(EVP): The ecosystem value proposition is the output of the ecosystem that is tar-

geted to the end-users. The ecosystem value proposition is at the centre. This is to 

highlight that all actors are directly or indirectly involved in the fulfilment of the 

goal. The ecosystem value proposition is to be understood as perceived by 

the end-user). 

o In your view, what needs to be done to maintain the EVP or to minimise that the 

EVP no longer exists? 
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